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Foreword

Established during World War II to advise the President regarding the strategic
direction of the armed forces of the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
continued in existence after the war and, as advisers and planners, have played a
significant role in the development of national policy. Knowledge of JCS relations
with the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense in
the years since World War 1l is essential to an understanding of their current work.
An account of their activity in peacetime and during times of crisis provides, more-
over, an important series of chapters in the military history of the United States.
For these reasons, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that an official history be writ-
ten for the record. Its value for instructional purposes, for the orientation of offi-
cers newly assigned to the JCS organization and as a source of information for staff
studies, will be readily recognized.

The series, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, treats the activities of
the Joint, Chiefs of Staff since the close of World War 11. Because of the nature of the
activities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as the sensitivity of the sources, the vol-
umes of the series were originally prepared in classified form. Classification designa-
tions in the footnotes are those that appeared in the original classified volunie.

Volume VIII describes JCS activities during the period 1961-1964 except for
activities related to Indochina which are covered in a separate series. Originally,
this volume was planned to cover the years 1961-1963. In accord with that plan,
during 1967-1971, Mrs. Anna C. Webb and Mr. Donald J. Boyle wrote preliminary
drafts for portions of what became Chapters 1, 2, and 3; Dr. Robert J. Watson pre-
pared a draft for what became Chapter 5; Ms. Judith A. Walters prepared a prelimi-
nary draft of Chapter 16; Dr. Ronald II. Spector prepared a draft of Chapter 17 and
Ms. Kathleen S. Paasch prepared a draft for Chapter 18. Then, in 1973, the vohune
was expanded to cover 1964 and assigned to Dr. Walter Poole. He developed a new
outline and wrote completely new chapters. These were reviewed by Mr. Kenneth
W. Condit and Dr. Robert J. Watson. Ultimately, Dr. Poole assumed full responsibil-
ity for the volume.

During 2008 and 2009, Dr. Poole reworked the classified manuscript to prepare
it for publication in its unclassified form. In addition to reorganizing it to conform
to the structure of earlier volumes in The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy
series, Dr. Poole took advantage of the great amount of material that had become
available as well as the perspective afforded by thirty vears. Ms. Susan Carroll pre-
pared the index, and Ms. Penny Norman prepared the manuscript for publication.

This volume was reviewed for declassification by the appropriate US Govern-
ment departments and agencies and cleared for release. The volume is an official

vii




publication of the Joint Chiefs of Staff but, inasmuch as the text has not been con-
sidered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it must be construed as descriptive only and
does not constitute the official position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on any subject.

Washington, DC JOHN F. SHORTAL
January 2011 Director for Joint History



Preface

Throughout the early 1960s, the Joint Chiefs of Staff confronted a series of
crises that touched nearly every part of the globe. Cuba, Berlin, the Congo, Saudi
Arabia, India, Indonesia, Laos, and South Vietnam all became arcas of confronta-
tion. The worldwide scope of these challenges created, among US policymakers, a
mindset in which failure anywhere would have repercussions everywhere.

What most concerned the JCS was an apparent erosion of US credibility that
emboldened communist leaders to pursue more adventurous policies. President
John F. Kennedy and Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara pursued what
they conceived as more flexible approaches to strategy and crisis management.
The JCS, however, worried that civilian leaders might lack the determination to do
whatever became necessary to achieve success. McNamara's managerial reforns,
which centralized decision-making in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, added
to the friction in civil-military relations.

During 1961-1962, relations between the JCS and their civilian superiors were
often awkward and even confrontational. A failure in communications contrib-
uted to the Bay of Pigs debacle. The appointment of General Maxwell D. Taylor
as Chairman, in October 1962, ameliorated the situation. Taylor expressed deep
regard for McNamara, which the Secretary reciprocated. From the civilians’ per-
spective, Taylor's main achievements lay in controlling the Service Chiefs during
the missile crisis and securing their support for the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Yet
that improvement proved temporary and personal, not institutional and permanent.

This volume is the first in this series to have benefitted from nieetings between
the author and some of the Chiefs whom he describes. These took place during the
middle and later 1970s. Interviews with Admirals Arleigh Burke and George Ander-
son exposed me to very strong personalities. General Lyman Lemnitzer, Chairman
during 1960-1962, had an office close to the JCS Historical Division, and I spent a
fair number of Friday afternoons listening to his recollections. Lemnitzer blended
command with congeniality, showing why he fit comfortably into joint and inter-
national postings. 1 interviewed General Taylor several times at his apartment on
Connecticut Avenue in the District of Columbia. He was more reserved, choosing
words carefully, yet unfailingly concise and articulate. These officers deserve ered-
it for helping to illuminate and interpret the events described in this volume. They
must not, however, be held accountable for what appears in the final text. For any
errors or misconstructions, the author alone bears full responsibility.

Walter S. Poole
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JCS and National Policy 1961-1964

admirer, “There was the excitement which comes from the injection of new men
and new ideas. ... Not since the New Deal. .. had there been such an invasion of
bright young men. .. and a President who so plainly delighted in innovation and
leadership.”™

The new Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, carried impressive credentials: Rhodes
scholar; college dean; staff colonel in World War II; Deputy Under Secretary of
State, 1949-50; Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, 1950-b1; presi-
dent of the Rockefeller Foundation, 1952-60. But Rusk was a relatively reserved
and introspective man. Under his leadership, the State Departiment never truly took
charge of foreign policy, as President Kennedy originally hoped that it would.

The new Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, at the age of 44 had just
become president of the Ford Motor Company when he accepted this appoint-
ment. His military experience came from World War II when, rising to the rank of
lieutenant colonel, he had been deeply involved in logistical planning for the B-29
campaign against Japan. McNamara was determined to be an activist, a prober,
an originator of ideas and programs. He brought a group of like-minded civilians,
many drawn from the RAND Corporation, to the Pentagon. Such men as Charles
Hitch and Alain Enthoven made “cost effectiveness” and “systems analysis” part of
the Defense Department’s vocabulary.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff found that they had little in common with their Com-
mander in Chief. They were considerably older and set great store upon orderly
procedures, thorough planning, and judgments born of experience. Civilian leaders
apparently looked upon them as tradition-bound and wedded to careful pacing at a
time when rapid innovation was imperative. Kennedy wanted, and McNamara fully
supported, an increased defense budget. Yet that situation did not translate into
harmonious relations between the Joint Cliiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD).

General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, USA, who had been Chairman of the JCS since
October 1960, possessed particularly broad experience in the traditional sense.
In 1942, he had been Plans and Operations Officer for the North African invasion.
Then in the Mediterranean theater he acted as Deputy Chief of Staff to General Har-
old Alexander, a British officer whom he much admired. Subsequently, Lemnitzer
directed the Military Assistance Program (1949-50) and commanded the 7" Infantry
Division in the Korean War (1951-52). He advanced to be Commander in Chief, Far
East (1955), Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (1957), Chief of Staff (1959), and finally
Chairman. Lemnitzer's working methods closely paralleled those of President Dwight
D. Eisenhower, a former General of the Army, but did not mesh nearly so well with
the more free-wheeling approach of the Kennedy administration.

Admiral Arleigh Burke was completing his sixth year as Chief of Naval Opera-
tions (CNO). He had earned a high reputation leading destroyers in South Pacific
battles and later serving as chief of staff to the commander of a fast carrier task
force. During 1950-51, Burke commanded a cruiser division in Korean waters and
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then became a member of the United Nations truce delegation. In 1955, while still a
rear admiral, he was appointed CNO. In JCS deliberations, Burke was always well
informed, articulate, and ready to defend Navy prerogatives.

General George H. Decker, USA, who became Chief of Staff on 1 October 1960,
had spent 1944-45 in the Pacific as Chief of Staff, Sixth Army. Thereafter, his major
assignments included Comptroller of the Army (1952-55), Commander in Chief,
United Nations Command, Korea (1957-59), and Vice Chief of Staff (1959-60). Gen-
eral Thomas D. White, USAF, had served continuously in Pentagon assignments
from 1948 until his selection as Chief of Staff in 1957. An acerbie wit enlivened his
contributions to JCS discussions. General David M. Shoup, Commandant of the
Marine Corps since 1959, had won the Medal of Honor at Tarawa in World War [1.
His postwar duties, for the most part, involved budgeting and training assignments.
At the JCS level, judging from a number of transcripts of discussions, the intrica-
cies of policy and strategy were not his forte.

Between January 1961 and October 1962, JCS membership underwent an
almost complete turnover. The law then provided for two-year terms which were
renewable indefinitely. General White retired on 30 June 1961; the Vice Chief of
Staff, General Curtis E. LeMay, succeeded him. LeMay cairied a reputation unigue
among his military contemporaries. He had been a driving force behind the fire-
bombing of Japanese cities in 1945 and the 1948 Berlin airlift. Subsequently, his
nine-year tenure as Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command, made him a
popular symbol of American power and preparedness. Blunt and outspoken as an
operational commander, he continued that practice in JCS deliberations where it
served his purposes less well.

Admiral Burke retired on 31 July 1961. The next CNO, Admiral George W. Ander-
son, had done a tour as executive assistant to the Chairman of the JCS, who at the
time was Admiral Arthur Radford. Spending much of his career in naval aviation,
Anderson most recently had commanded the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean Sea.

The most critical changes occurred on 1 October 1962. President Kennedy
selected a new Chairman. The Bay of Pigs fiasco had tainted all the Chiefs in Ken-
nedy's mind, and Lemnitzer did not share Kennedy's conviction about the great
impoitance of counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare. Accordingly, Lem-
nitzer became Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEURY), a post for which he
was eminently qualified and in which traditional military problems were still para-
mount. He retired and was immediately recalled to active duty.

Kennedy'’s choice for Chairman, General Maxwell D. Taylor, had led the 101+
Airborne Division across Western Europe during 1944-45, commanded Eighth
Army in the Korean War’s closing months, and served as Army Chief of Staff from
1955 to 1959. After retiring, Taylor published The Uncertain Trumpet in which he
criticized the Eisenhower administration’s reliance on nuclear weapons and so pro-
vided material for Senator Kennedy's presidential campaign. In June 1961, after the
Bay of Pigs, Kennedy called Taylor to the White House as “Military Representative
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of the President.” Here, he won the Chief Executive's confidence to such a degree
that Kennedy decided to break the pattern of service rotation pursued by President
Eisenhower. The downside of Kennedy's great confidence, which McNamara came
to share, was that service chiefs tended to regard Taylor as representing the civil-
ian leadership to the Chiefs rather than the Chiefs to the civilians.

The administration wanted new leadership for the Army. General Decker,
whom civilians evidently judged insufficiently dynamic and innovative, retired on 1
October 1962. President Kennedy took a hand in choosing his successor, instead of
waiting (as was customary) to be presented with three names. Early in 1962, Ken-
nedy asked his Military Aide, Brigadier General Chester V. Clifton, USA, to propose
candidates. Clifton, in turn, approached the JCS; Army and Navy members recom-
mended General Earle G. Wheeler, who recently had completed a well-regarded
tour as Director, Joint Staff. Wheeler was relatively young at 53. He was going to
Europe where he hoped to succeed General Lauris Norstad, USAF, as SACEUR.
President Kennedy let him go but passed word that he “should not unpack.™ Soon
afterward, the President chose him to be Chief of Staff. Since Wheeler succeeded
Taylor as Chairman in 1964 and stayed on until 1970, this was the pivotal JCS
appointment of Kennedy's presidency.

Admiral Anderson and General LeMay found themselves increasingly out of
step with civilian leaders. LeMay clashed repeatedly with Secretary McNamara
and struck civilians as being too bellicose in times of crisis. Anderson apparently
ran afoul of McNamnara during the Cuban missile crisis and irritated the Secretary
by giving critical public testimony about the F-111 aircraft that McNamara prized
as an example of joint development. Kennedy considered replacing both men but
McNamara advised him that was one too many. Accordingly, on 6 May 1963 the
White House announced (1) that Admiral David L. McDonald, who was command-
ing the Sixth Fleet, would succeed Anderson on 1 August and (2) that LeMay's term
would be extended for one year only. Anderson left his post embittered but did
accept the ambassadorship to Portugal.

A sudden, tragic transition took place on 22 November 1963. The JCS were in the
Pentagon conferring with their West German counterparts. General Taylor was taking
a post-tunch nap when an aide awoke him to say that President Kennedy, who was
in Dallas, had been shot and seriously wounded. The JCS assembled around 1400 in
Taylor’s office, where Secretary McNamara soon joined them. They discussed what to
do and finally instructed worldwide commands that “this is the time to be especially
on the alert.” Then the JCS rejoined the Germans. After telling them what he knew,
Taylor insisted that they resume their talks. Not long afterward, Taylor received a note
stating that the President was dead; he circulated this paper to his JCS colleagues sur-
reptitiously without interrupting the discussion. The Germans may have been puzzled
as, one by one, the Chiefs excused themselves for a time and returned. Finally, late
that afternoon, Taylor gave the grim news to the Germans. “I have rarely seen such
ashen faces,” he relates, “or heard such words of spontaneous grief.”
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The new President, Lyndon B. Johnson, met the JCS on 29 November. He told
them of his firm and long-standing belief in a strong military establishment, and
assured each officer that he was needed and wanted. Each Service Chief advised the
President that his service was stronger and in better shape that at any time since the
Korean War. Johnson then asked each man to give him an inscribed picture to hang
in his study “because he would be looking at them quite often in the future.™

On New Year’s Day 1964, General Wallace M. Greene, Jr., became Commandant
of the Marine Corps. Greene kept a diary that portrays him as disgruntled with
his colleagues, and particularly with senior civilians—more so, possibly, than was
actually the case. The Chief Executive extended General LeMay’s term until 1 Feb-
ruary 1965. Critics said that Johnson wished to keep LeMay in uniform, and thus
silent, until the presidential election was past.

Unexpectedly, on 23 June 1964, General Taylor accepted appointment as
ambassador to the embattled Republic of Vietnam. The best explanation is that
President Johnson believed Taylor’s reputation would protect his Vietnam policy
from partisan attacks during the election campaign.® Whether Taylor was aware of
this motive is unclear.

General Wheeler by then had been a JCS member longer than any of the Ser-
vice Chiefs except LeMay, who obviously was not in the running for Chairman. So
Wheeler took Taylor’s position. To be Army Chief of Staff, the President named
Lieutenant General Harold K. Johnson, Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and
44" in seniority. General Johnson's career path was unusual. Dinving World War 11,
he survived the Bataan death march and spent three hard years as a prisoner of
war. Subsequently, he saw combat service as a regimental commander in Korea
and thereafter earned rapid advancement. After a tour as Commandant of the Com-
mand and General Staff College, he became Deputy Chief of Staff. General Barks-
dale Hamlett, who was Vice Chief of Staff and Johnson's superior, probably would
have succeeded Wheeler. However, Hamlett suffered a major heart attack and had
to retire; thus, Johnson's elevation to Chief of Staff was accelerated by four years.

New Methods: At the White House

resident Kennedy promptly dismantled much of the National Security Council

(NSC) structure inherited from his predecessor. During the Eisenhower years,
a Planning Board prepared studies, policy recommendation, and basic drafts for
consideration by the NSC. The Planning Board included a JCS representative, and
JCS comments usually accompanied each paper that went to the NSC. Not so with
the Operations Coordinating Board, which worked at a higher level. Its mewbers
included the Under Secretary of State, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the Divector
of Central Intelligence. While the Board did not make policies, it coordinated their
execution and could initiate proposals that fell within the framework of existing
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policies.” President Kennedy abolished both the Planning and Operations Coordinat-
ing Boards, largely because a Senate subcommittee chaired by Senator Henry M.
Jackson (D, Wash.) concluded that Eisenhower’s organization had served to “blur the
edges and destroy the coherence” of specific proposals to the point where “they do
the President a disservice.™

McGeorge Bundy left the deanship at Harvard to become Special Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs. Under him, the NSC staff began cxtend-
ing its reach into day-to-day operations as ad hoc groups were created to deal with
specific problems. Sometimes, notably during the early months, informality only
exacerbated inexperience. According to an Army officer detailed to White House
duty, the NSC staff “really seems to be an agglomeration of six to a dozen hearty
individuals picking up balls and running with them ad libitum as the President
or McGeorge Bundy directs. This is. .. manifestly 180 degrees removed from the
tightly, perhaps over-rigidly, organized system of the Eisenhower administration.”
At times, for officers accustomed to disciplined staff procedures, poliey-making
had the look of “a helter-skelter intellectual parlor game.™ Formal meetings of the
NSC became less frequent. A statement of Basic National Security Policy, which
integrated military, diplomatic, economic, political and psychological factions and
was crucial throughout the Eisenhower administration, never won NSC approval.

But the ad hoc approach could count successes, particularly in the perfor-
mance of an NSC “Executive Committee” that was created in October 1962 during
the Cuban missile crisis. The JCS Chairman, General Taylor, was a member. Six
months later, however, Bundy judged the ExComun “not so good for lesser matters
of coordination, and...not... effective at all...in the process of forward plan-
ning.” Accordingly, a Standing Committee of the NSC was created in March 1963.
With Bundy presiding and the Chairman of the JCS as a member, it was intended to
“be alert to planning problems that are a little less ripe than today's required deci-
sions: like Cuba a year from now—or China in 1965.” The Standing Group also was
supposed to serve, among other things, “as a ready medium for review of ongoing
programs with strongly interdepartmental aspects.” Of the Group's fourteen meet-
ings between April and September 1963, however, ten concerned Cuba in whole
or in part.' Hindsight shows that, during those months, Vietnam should have been
the Group's primary concern. The ExComm did hold a few discussions about Viet-
nain, but ad hoc meetings were the rule and these failed to formulate a successful
approach.

New Methods: At the Pentagon

obert McNamara set about transforming the role of the Secretary of Defense.
Even before taking office, he asked the JCS—individually, not collectively—to
tell him what force levels they wanted without regard to the fiscal ceilings that
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President Eisenhower imposed. They each replied by reinserting precisely those
items that Eisenhower had deleted from the FY 1962 budget. Such responses may
seem reasonable and predictable, but McNamara wanted a completely fresh begin-
ning. Accordingly, he determined to make a deeper, independent investigation.'!

On 24 January 1961 Secretary McNamara commissioned four task forces, each
chaired by a eivilian, to study (1) strategic retaliatory and continental defense forc-
es, (2) limited war needs, (3) research and development, and (4) base and installa-
tion requnirements. A month later, he forwarded four finished studies to the White
House. President Kennedy accepted practically all the proposals in them and, on
28 March, sent Congress a FY 1962 supplemental request. But this, he advised
Congress, dealt only with “the most urgent and obvious problems.” Already, on 8
March, Secretary McNamara had issued 96 queries—soon dubbed the “96 trom-
bhones"—that covered practically every defense program and policy.'?

Rejecting President Eisenhower's emphasis upon fiscal ceilings, President Ken-
nedy and Secretary McNamara perceived a pressing need to improve the way in
which requirements were determined. During Eisenhower's last year, the Bureau
of the Budget had broken the DOD budget into functional categories—strategic
retaliatory, continental defense, ground and sea, support—so that it could detect
any duplicative or overlapping programs. Briefing the NSC on 1 February, Bud-
get Director David Bell criticized existing procedures. First, a lack of correlation
between the military’s plans and the civilians’ budget limits often resulted in ambi-
tious schemes that exceeded fiscal capabilities. Second, an absence of common
assummptions among the services created differing strategic doctrines and intel-
ligence appraisals. Third, presenting the budget by departinents and inputs (per-
sonnel, procurement, etc.) rather than by outputs (strategic deterrent, limited war
capability, and the like) made it difficult to determine exactly what results were
being achieved. Fourth, budget perspectives usually addressed short-term prob-
lems instead of focusing upon long-range goals."

On 3 April, after winning Secretary McNamara's enthusiastic support, Comp-
troller Charles Hitch revealed how he intended to avoid the errors listed above.
Basically, for FY 1963, Hitch set about spanning the gap between planning and bud-
geting by introducing a new “programming” function. He directed the creation of
“program packages,” each comprised of those forces that contributed to the same
strategic purpose. The techniques of economic analysis or cost effectiveness would
then be applied to discover the best and cheapest force mix that could accomplish
each function.

As Hitch saw matters, military planners thought five years or more ahead, deal-
ing with forces, weapon systems, missions, and the like. Civilian budgeteers, by
contrast, were concerned with appropriations categories (procurement, construc-
tion, etc.) and confined themselves to fairly short time periods. He intended to
bridge this gap through “a eontinuous and dynamic process, not geared to a budget
cycle, but immediately responsive to changing circumstances and alternatives.”"
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On 17 April, Hitch briefed McNamara, the service secretaries, and the JCS
about his intended reforms. A month later, he described to the services exactly
how his planning-programming-budgeting system (PPBS) would work. He divided
the FY 1963 process into three phases: estimating requirements during May and
June; determining the contents of program packages in July and August; and pre-
paring the budget thereafter. Secretary McNamara’s 96 questions were intended to
elicit requirements. Hitch anticipated (wrongly, as it turned out) that a statement of
Basic National Security Policy soon would win approval. Then, using this and other
guidance supplied by Secretary McNamara, the Services would prepare program
packages and forward them to the Comptroller for costing and analysis. Ten such
packages, each combining personnel, equipment facilities, and supplies, were to
be prepared. The Joint Staff, the Services, and OSD would collaborate in preparing
precise definitions of each one: Strategic Retaliatory Forces; Continental Defense
Forces; General Purpose Forces; Airlift and Sealift; Reserve and National Guard
Forces; Research and Development; Service-Wide Support; Military Assistance
Program; Classified Projects; and Department of Defense (e.g., retired pay, Defense
Agencies).!” This constituted the “planning” phase of the PPBS.

By then, the JCS had formulated a response. Lieutenant General Wheeler,
who was then Director of the Joint Staff, proposed (1) developing procedures for
a prompt, effective JCS review of the program packages and (2) having the Ser-
vice Chiefs exchange budget and force planning data early in June.'* But General
White, believing that OSD was making a “radical departure” from past practice,
rejected this as inadequate. He wanted the JCS, instead, to agree upon a FY 1963
force structure against which the program packages could be measured.!” Adopt-
ing White’s approach, the JCS agreed on 10 May that each Service would submit
a force structure for FYs 1961-70, which General Wheeler would combine into an
overall tabulation. They also reminded Secretary McNamara of an “understanding”
that OSD would consult them before making tentative decisions about program
levels. They further advised him that they intended to examine program packages
“from the standpoint of overall military posture.™'s

The service plans, collated by General Wheeler, appeared in July. Comptroller
litch's office analyzed them from the viewpoint of how they fit into program pack-
ages. This was the innovative “programming” phase. On 11 September, McNamara
gave the JCS and the services a timetable for finalizing the FY 1963 budget, sug-
gesting strongly that trimming was in order. Eleven days later, he circulated tenta-
tive decisions that cut the total obligational authority proposed by the services by
about one-fifth.

Meantime, trying to project five years ahead, McNamara worked with Hitch’s
people to write Draft Presidential Memorandums (DPMs) that described and jus-
tified the force levels and funding for each program package. The JCS had been
unable to reach agreement about the sizing of strategic retaliatory forces, so McNa-
mara’s analysts employed cost-effectiveness comparisons to select levels for vari-
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ous weapon systems. Expanding in length and numbers over the next few years,
these DI’Ms would come to serve as the central, culminating feature of the PPBS

On 6 October, McNamara sent President Kennedy his tentative recomunenda-
tions about the FY 1963 budget as well as a program for 1963-67. On 23 October, the
services submitted their formal FY 1963 proposals, triggering a final round of budget
reviews and decisions. All told, McNamara held eighteen meetings with the JCS
about the FY 1963 budget." But OSD set the pace based on the JCS contributions.

Early in December 1961, McNamara presented a final budget to President Kenne-
dy. The JCS customarily made what was wryly called a “blood statement.” McNama-
ra asked them to say that this budget would “greatly increase our combat effective-
ness and provide forces far stronger than those of any other nation.” They settled on
milder wording that “this budget will further increase our combat elfeetiveness and
provide forces in a high state of readiness.” General LeMay added that he retained
certain reservations, “particularly as regards the program for Strategic Forces.”™

On 3 January 1962 at Palm Beach, President Kennedy presided over a budget
review at which he polled each JCS member. Only the Air Force spokesman hair-
bored serious reservations, and those concerned the strategic nuclear balance after
1965. General Shoup, in faet, said that this budget was better prepared than any he
had witnessed during the past seven years.*!

Adjusting the JCS Program for Planning

Each year, according to their Program for Planning, the JCS were supposed to
approve a Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), a Joint Long-Range Strate-
gic Study (JLRSS), and a Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP). The JSCP, a short-
range “fight plan,” translated national policies into military tasks consonant with
actual capabilities and gave general—but not detailed operational—guidance to
commanders of unified and specified commands for their conduct of cold, limited,
and general war operations. JSCPs, being the truly indispensable documents in
the Program for Planning, regularly appeared on schedule around the end of each
calendar year. JSCP-63, for example, was approved in December 1961; it applied to
the period between 1 July 1962 and 30 June 1963.%

The JLRSS provided planning guidance running eight to twelve years ahead,
helping to shape DOD's research and engineering program. JLRSS-71 was pub-
lished in July 1962, JLRSS-72 in August 1963. Evidently, though, the JLRSS made
only a modest impact upon the Office of the Director of Defense Research and
Engineering. When civilians reviewed a draft of JLRSS-73, early in 1964, they
rated it “a great improvement” over its predecessor but still harbored misgivings
about its purpose and utility. They deemed it “practically impossible to prepare a
meaningful projection” because the discovery of a new scientific principle might
“drastically change a large portion of the technology” or a radical engineering
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development could change an uneconomical application into an efficient one.
They wanted some indication of priorities, too, since “the entire tcchnological
community” could not attack more than “a small fraction” of the needs outlined
in the draft. Moreover, they detected a tendency to fasten upon and exaggerate
the potential of well-publicized technological advances (e.g., masers and lasers).
Joint Staff officers responded that OSD had not decided exactly what sort of
advice it wanted from the military. Until that occurred, “it will be difficult. ..
to propose meaningful comments or improvements.” Nonetheless, in July 1964,
JLRSS-73 appeared on schedule.”

The JSOP, an instrument for mid-range planning, was defined in the Program
for Planning as “beginning on 1 July of the fiscal year five years subsequent to the
fiscal year in which thc plan is scheduled for approval, and extending for three
years thereafter.” Thus JSOP-67, which was approved in 1962, applied to Fiscal
Years 1967 through 1969; JSOP-68 in 1963 covered FYs 1968-70; JSOP-69 in 1964,
FYs 1969-71. That was about the time it then took to develop and ficld a weapon
system. Parts 1 through V of the JSOP included a broad strategic appraisal, a state-
ment of basic US objectives, and a strategic concept. Part VI, containing force-
level recommendations or “force tabs,” was the heart of the document. The JSOP
absorbed far more of the Chiefs’ attention than the other two documents. Part VI
in particular provided an arena for displaying, more often than for scttling, intcr-
service differences.

Completion of the Kennedy era's first JSOP had to be postponed repeatedly.
JSOP-66 had been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense in September 1960, but
because its force tabs contained inter-service splits about crucial issues—the size
and mix of the strategic retaliatory force, the number of attack carriers, and the
rate of Army and Navy modernization—the JCS agreed to reconsider JSOP-66 after
the new administration had reviewed the FY 1962 budget.

According to the Joint Program for Planning, JSOP-67 should have been com-
pleted by 31 May 1961. Instead, FY 1962 budget addendums that were put before
Congress in March, May, and July required revisions of JSOP-66, and Secretary
McNamara was not able to issue preliminary FY 1963 guidelines until summer. A
looming confrontation over West Berlin took first place on the policyinakers’ agenda.
Not until 20 September 1961 wcre the JCS able to give Joint Staff officers guidance
about preparing JSOP-67. On 14 November, the Chiefs approved statements of the
strategic concept, objectives, and basic undertakings. But, as soon as the Joint Staff
began drawing up force tabs for JSOP-67, thc same inter-service splits that had
plagued JSOP—66 reappeared. In February 1962, with agreement no nearer, the JCS
suspendcd work and asked the Chairman, General Lemnitzer, to suggest sotutions.>

Meanwhile, Secretary McNamara opened the FY 1964 cycle by issuing 62
requirements studies, similar to the “96 trombones” of 1961. llis request for an
examination of general purpose forces, promising to prove particularly broad and
complex, prompted Lemnitzer to establish his own Special Studies Group in June

10



Entering the New Frontier

1962. The Director, J-5, chaired this Group, which was large enough to undertake
three studies simultaneously.”® The Special Studies Group played an increasingly
important part in helping to define JCS positions, but its influence never came
close to matching that of the systems analysts in OSD.

During the spring of 1962, Secretary McNamara made notable refinements to
the PPBS. He established, as the official DOD position, a “Five-Year Defense I’ro-
gram” (FYDP) derived from FY 1963 budget decisions and from service submis-
sions made to Comptroller Hiteh's office during February and March 1962.% lle
also instituted a device of “Program Change Proposals” (PCPs), through which
the FYDP might be amended at any time. PCPs could be submitted by the JCS, the
Military Departments, and OSD agencies; they would be reviewed by all concermed
DOD components and then presented to the Secretary for a decision. McNamara
wanted decision-imaking to be spread more evenly over the calendar year, so that
important issues need not be settled amid the rush of finalizing the budget. lle
therefore decided that the FYDP, as it stood on 15 August 1962, would serve as the
basis for budget submissions.”

General LeMay worried that the FYDP, together with guidance from Comptrol-
ler Hitch's office, might become a substitute for what he termed “mature nilitary
Jjudgment.” He urged, accordingly, that action upon JSOP-67’s foree tabs be acceler-
ated. General Lemnitzer finally secured agreement that postponed decisions about
foree levels in the later or “out” years. At last, on 27 August 1962, the JCS sent
Secretary McNamara force tabs that generally, although not completely, accorded
with those in the FYDP. But, by then, Secretary McNamara's 15 August deadline
had passed. Moreover, JSOP-67's force tabs were neither arranged according to the
prograimn package format nor accompanied by supporting rationales. This Tailure to
speak the Secretary’s language considerably lessened JSOP-67's impact.®

When General Taylor became Chairman, he was well aware of complaints that
civilian “whiz kids” in OSD were wont to adopt positions without seeking military
advice. He also remembered how a former Chairman, Admiral Arthur Radford, had
tried to eliminate splits in JCS papers by pressuring the Service Chiefs to change
positions—and sometimes, in Taylor’s judgment, made matters worse. So, before
accepting the Chairmanship, Taylor won McNamara’s agreement (1) that the JCS
would always have their “day in court” with him and (2) that the Chairman never
would be asked to try to compel unanimity.>

Introducing PCPs proved a two-edged sword, as the services “flooded” Comp-
troller Hitch's office with them and thus threw back deadlines for the FY 1964
cycle. Early in autumn 1962, through DPMs, Secretary McNamara circulated tenta-
tive budget and force-level decisions. The JCS critiqued each of them. For about
three weeks, from mid-October until early November, the Cuban missile crisis
completely absorbed the attention of senior officials. On 29 November, Secretary
McNamara issued his final decisions. On all the contentious issues—levels of
Minuteman intercontinental ballistic missiles, deploying ballistic missile defenses,
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moving ahead with a new manned bomber, numbers of Army divisions, tactical
fighter wings, and airlift—he rejected service reclamas and held to his original rec-
ommendations. It is noteworthy that the JCS were split over these issues, mostly
along service lines. LeMay, for example, wanted more missiles and a new bomber
but opposed the Armmy’s plan for missile defenses.™

Secretary McNamara proposed a “blood statement” saying that “although the
force structure does not contain all the forces recommended by each of the Ser-
vices,” the JCS agreed that it would “further increase our combat effectiveness
and provide powerful forces in a high state of readiness.” Anderson, Shoup, and
Wheeler concurred. LeMay did not, because of what he deemed “serious deficien-
cies.” On 3 December, they informed McNamara that—subject to two alterations—
the statement was acceptable. First, the program “does not include all the forces
recommended by each of the Services or by the Joint Chiefs of Staff collectively.”
Second, Anderson, LeMay, and Shoup “retain certain reservations, particularly as
regards the rate of modernization and growth in combat effectiveness of certain US
forces in relation to the Sino-Soviet threat.”!

On 27 December 1962, again at Palm Beach, Secretary McNamara and the JCS
had their wrap-up conference with President Kennedy. Service reservations were
aired fully. But General LeMay, who had the deepest differences with McNamara,
began his presentation by stating that “in his five years of budget planning this
had been the best, with the greatest amount of agreement among the Chiefs and
the best feeling of support from their civilian superiors, including the President,
that the Joint Chiefs had ever had.” He hinted at deeper misgivings about JCS-OSD
relations by telling the President that “war is not efficient,” and its needs and plans
could not be run by computer efficiency measurements,”

For the FY 1965 cycle, the Chiefs’ main concern was integrating their JSOP
more effectively into the PPBS. Secretary McNamara, in fact, asked them to pro-
pose a method for correlating JSOP planning with development of his Five Year
Program, “so that the JSOP would become a primary vehicle for obtaining the
decisions on force structure necessary for validating the ensuing budget year of
the five-year cycle.” The JSOP, therefore, must contain justifications of its force
tabs, based upon an analysis of the requirements for contingency and general
war plans. Unified commanders, previously limited to commenting upon recomn-
mendations by their component commanders, now were directed to submit their
own estimates and justifications as inputs to the JSOP—another step in enlarging
their roles.”

On 4 December 1962, after getting General Taylor's concurrence, Secretary
McNamara circulated an FY 1965 timetable that pushed the programming phase
forward by several months. On 1 March 1963 (changed at General Taylor’s request
to 12 April), the JCS would send him the force tabs and rationales of JSOP-68.
Between April and June, the services would submit force structures, cost esti-
mates, and PCPs. By 15 August, the Secretary of Defense would complete his
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review and establish firm program guidelines. On 1 October, the services would
send in their submissions, along with five-year plans that adhered to the guidance
of 15 August. ™

In January 1963, General Taylor told Joint Staff officers assigned to drafting the
JSOP that producing an agreed and effective rationale was “imperative,” no matter
how difficult that task might prove. This time, too, the JSOP’s force tabs had to be
presented in the program package format.”

The resulting JSOP-68 contained an analysis of missions, objectives, and opera-
tional requirements that, Taylor assured McNamara, was “the most thorough of
any JSOP within my experience.” The Joint Staff even copied the McNamara-Hitch
methodology to the point of preparing and assessing alternative packages for each
program. Nonetheless, the JCS split over some of the most important force tabs
(e.g., Minuteman, Army division, and tactical fighter aireraft levels). Taylor attiibuted
these splits “to the wide range of major uncertainties inherent in the task as well as
[to] the existence of a number of hard issues of major and basic importance.” The
“major uneertainties,” he said, included different estimates of US and Soviet missile
reliability, the Soviets’ capability to refire from missile silos and harden their missile
sites, the impact of possible Soviet ballistic missile defenses, and the possibility of
new weapon systems. Among the “hard issues” listed by Taylor were the efficacy
of retaliating against “counterforce” targets in nuclear war, the reliance of general
pwrpose forces upon reserve components, the role of attack carriers, and manpower
levels for each service.* These were matters that went to the heart of each service'’s
force structure. Very likely, as far as OSD was concemed, such serious splits more
than offset the advantages of adopting program package formats.

On 6 December, after receiving Secretary McNamara'’s final decisions, the JOS
agreed upon a “blood statement” practically identical to that of the previous year.
On 30 December, McNamara and the JCS briefed President Johnson at his LI3.J
Ranch. General Taylor described the FY 1965 budget as “over-all, a good one.” lle
said that, unlike 1955-59 when he was Army Chief of Staff, “the Joint Chiefs now
spend a great deal of time on the overall defense budget and the force structure it
supports; their consideration goes beyond the parochial views of their Services.”
They had, he added, taken part in 104 discussions of budget matters, force stric-
tures, or PCPs.%7 Judging by JSOP-68, however, a broader span of consideration
was not in itself enough to transcend parochialism.

For FY 1966, at Hitch’s urging, Secretary McNamara proposed moving tenta-
tive decisions about force changes and logistics guidance forward three months,
from August to May, thereby allowing more time for review and discussion. The
JCS urged pushing back, by two weeks each, the deadlines for service force
changes, the JCS and service reclamas to OSD’s tentative force guidance, and the
presentation of PCPs. Conversely, they wanted the period for OSD’s review of ser-
vice PCPs to be shortened by two weeks. McNamara did agree to some changes.
JSOP-69 wonld be submitted on 1 March 1964, followed on 1 April by dollar and

13




JCS and National Policy 1961-1964

manpower requests from the services which did not exceed JSOP-69’s force tabs.
That sequence, he hoped, would permit a broader examination than was possible
through examinations of individual PCPs. By 15 June, the JCS and the services
would assess OSD's tentative decisions and the services would submit all their
PCP’s based upon them. By 15 August, McNamara would render his decisions about
the PCPs. All DOD components would complete their budget submissions by 1
October.*

In 1964, according to General Taylor, the JCS made a major effort to improve
their JSOP. Basically, they decided to buttress supporting rationales of the sort
used in JSOP-68 with “situational analyses,” in which the Joint Staff and the servic-
es employed war gaming techniques to decide what forces would be needed during
the early stages of hypothetical crises. The final product, in Taylor's judgment, was
better than its predecessors but not vastly so. The Joint Staff found that situational
analyses were more useful “as a technique for testing force levels than as a method
of deriving force objectives.” The Service Chiefs harbored “many reservations
concerning the assumptions, factors, concepts of employment and conclusions of
these analyses.” And JSOP-69, encumbered by these situational analyses, grew to a
truly formidable length. Still, Taylor felt that this approach had proven to be of con-
siderable value in rebutting some of OSD’s cost-effectiveness calculations.”

In November 1964, as the FY 1966 cycle neared completion, the JCS advised
McNamara that the timetable had required them to submit JSOP-69 before the
requirements studies commissioned by OSD had been completed. They also asked
that the time allotted to the services for reviewing tentative guidance and prepar-
ing PCPs rise from 30 to 60 days. In his FY 1967 schedule, Secretary McNamara did
lengthen the reviewing period to 75 days.*

Early in December, Secretary McNamara circulated final force and budget
decisions that, he believed, reflected “in major respects. .. the views of the major-
ity of the Chiefs.” The JCS signed another “blood statement” virtually identical to
those of the past two years. On 22 December, at the LBJ Ranch, McNamara told
President Johnson that he and the JCS “agreed on about 95 percent of the items”
and believed that the FY 1966 budget would improve and strengthen US defenses.
The President asked General Wheeler, who was now Chairman, whether every JCS
member agreed; Wheeler replied that they did.*! In retrospect, with a war in South-
east Asia looming, what seems remarkable about these procedures and discussions
is their appearance of peacetime routine. During 1965, escalation in Vietnam would
disrupt force and budget planning, exposing major JCS-OSD differences.

By December 1964, Draft Presidential Memorandums had emerged as the most
important documents in the budget and force-planning process. This occurred
as much from default as from design. After expending nearly two years of work,
civilian leaders decided that a formal statement of Basic National Seecurity Policy
was unnecessary. The State Department produced country and regional guide-
line papers, but the White House accorded these little weight.*> In 1964 the State
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Department started publishing National Policy Papers which fared no better. The
JCS wanted JSOPs to shape the content of PPBS cycles and devoted considerable
efforts toward that end. Essentially, they failed. Civilian analysts may have been
predisposed to find fault with JSOPs, and they had no difficulty doing so. Persis-
tent splits over force tabs and lowest-common-denominator language about stra-
tegic concepts more than offset any benefits from the preparation of alternative
program packages or the war gaming of situational analyses. Thus it was Secretary
McNamara's DPMs that articulated “assured destruction” for waging nuclear war as
well as a “two-war” capability for conventional conflicts. These, in twin, were the
foundations for OSD’s statistically-based justifications of force levels.
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Strategic Priorities Undergo
Major Changes

Conventional Capability Emphasized; Basic National
Security Policy Aborted

Nono of President Eisenhower’s national security policies attracted more
criticism than his emphasis upon meeting aggression with nuclear retalia-
tion. He believed that any conflict with the Soviet Union, no matter where or how
it occurred, would escalate rapidly into a general war involving an exchange ol
blows by strategic nuclear forces as well as a global struggle by ground, sea and air
forces, probably employing tactical nuclear weapons. Eisenhower did allow Tor the
possibility of limited wars in which the USSR was not involved. llis yardstick for
sizing US conventional lorces was that of waging a renewed war in Korea. But gen-
eral war requirements held priority, because limited wars might well escalate into
general ones.

The Kennedy administration came to power convinced that Eisenhower's
approach was outdated and ineffective. President Kennedy inherited a statenient of
Basic National Security Policy (BNSP), which was a comprehensive dociument inte-
grating military, diplomatic, economic, political, and psychological lactors. President
Eisenhower's last BNSP was NSC 5906/1, approved in August 1959, which placed
“main, but not sole, reliance” on nuclear weapons. On 4 February 1961, Secretary
of State Dean Rusk gave Secretary McNamara his view that “raising the threshold”
lor nuclear response struck him as a matter of “the greatest importance.” He Turther
stated that our general war deterrent must be “effective, invulnerable, and reliable.”
But he also believed that “a mobile, substantial, and flexible capability [or operations
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short of general war is essential.” Forces of that kind should be deployed in forward
arcas of the western Pacific. In Europe, Rusk argued, NATO needed enough conven-
tional strength to enforce a pause long enough to allow the Soviets time to appraise
the wider risks they faced and provide an opportunity for negotiations.!

The J-5, a bit surprisingly, judged Rusk’s paper to be “generally consistent”
with NSC 5906/1. General Decker, however, believed that the emphasis upon
conventional capability required “significant” revisions to it. On 11 March, in an
evident compromise, the JCS informed Secretary McNamara that they gener-
ally agreed with Rusk’s views and believed that NSC 5906/1 was broadly phrased
enough to fall within their compass. They noted that implementing Rusk’s intent
would require budget increases and, in Europe, modernization of US forces along
with a considerably expanded allied contribution. They added, though, that NATO
“must not flinch” from employing nuclear weapons if necessary and endorsed the
judgment of the Supreme Allied Commander Europe that selective use of atomic
firepower need not result in all-out war.”

On 28 March 1961, Secretary McNamara advised the President that “the pri-
mary nission of our overseas forces should be made non-nuclear warfare.” Eight
days later, President Kennedy informed Congress that “our objective now is to
increase our ability to confine our response to non-nuclear weapons.” On 21 April,
he approved a directive that assigned “highest priority” to creating a conventional
capability “for halting Soviet forces now in or rapidly deployable to central Europe
for a sufficient period to allow the Soviets to appreciate the wider risk of the
course on which they are embarked.” The JCS had wanted “highest priority” soft-
ened to simply “priority” because they did not see a limited conflict in Europe as
being any more likely than a general war.?

It is noteworthy that Kennedy directed such a major change so quickly, with
nothing comparable to the Eisenhower administration’s Project Solarium? and its
follow-ups that consumed much of 1953. Civilian leaders may not have fully appre-
ciated the ramifications of this change. NATO’s strategic concept, MC 14/2, stated
that the alliance would respond with nuclear weapons, regardless of whether the
Soviets did so, in all situations except incursion, infiltration, or local hostile action.
European allies looked upon the threat of nuclear reprisal as the surest deterrent
and proved resistant to any other approach. The US Air Force had spent the 1950s
equipping itself for nuclear warfare. Thus the F-105 Thunderchief, a mainstay of
the Tactical Air Command, was designed for low-level delivery of tactical nuclear
weapons. Many of the Air Force’s senior officers came from the Strategic Air Com-
mand and were reluctant to reorient their service’s priorities. The upshot was that
changes promulgated swiftly in principle, spent much of the 1960s being worked
out in practice.

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs
(1SA), made the first attempt to write a new BNSI. On 19 May 1961, 1SA circulated
a draft calling for a capability “to respond to local aggression locally, wherever it
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may occur and whatever form it may take.” That meant placing “main but not sole
reliance on non-nuclear weapons.”™ Undoubtedly, these words were intended to
reverse NSC 5906/1.

On 5 July, the JCS completed their own draft of BNSP. It stated that US and
allied strength should he sufficient to “provide for the military superiority of the
Free World and afford an adequate basis for essential operations to defeat aggres-
sive communisin at all levels.” Limited war forces should be deployed so as to
retard aggressors long enough to allow the arrival of reinforcements, keeping the
conflict at a non-nuclear level wherever possible. Thus they were not willing to
go quite as far in emphasizing conventional capabilities. The Chiefs wortied that,
if their draft went forward through normal channels, it might be rejected by 15SA
and never reach McNamara and Kennedy in its original form. Accordingly, they
took the unusual step of deciding that General Lemnitzer would personally deliver
their paper to McNamara and Deputy Secretary Roswell Gilpatiie. Also, Lemnitzer
would say that the JCS wanted to discuss BNSP with them and the President at an
early date.®

Late in July, ISA circulated a revised draft stating that US strength should
be adequate to “meet any military situation discriminately with sufTicient, but
not excessive measures.” After reviewing it, the JCS rejected a recommenda-
tion by their Joint Strategic Survey Council (JSSC) that they simply stand on
their 5 July paper. Instead, they directed the JSSC to specify the reasons for dis-
satisfaction with 1SA’s latest effort. Early in August, the JSSC subnitted a talk-
ing paper that characterized 1SA’s draft as “negative and inhibiting in nature,”
tending to “over-emphasize control of military forces, avoidance of casualties
and damage, defense, survival, without comparable concern for combat effec-
tiveness, the offensive, or the will to succeed.” ISA appeared to be emphasizing
conventional weapons even more than NSC 5906/1 had emphasized nuclear
ones. Indeed, “[a]n overly inhibited BNSP could permeate the whole structure
of a people and government to the point where the all-important will to win dis-
appears.” While military operations had to be controlled by “constituted author-
ity,” such control “should be covered broadly and succinctly in BNSP with spe-
cific details left to technical plans and policies,””

The JSSC’s criticisins could be seen as foreshadowing the deep JCS-OSD dif-
ferences that developed over waging the Vietnam War. Actually, in 1961, what they
mainly reflected was military unease over civilians' intrusion into the details of
econtingency planning for West Berlin, and with civilians’ insistence that any escala-
tion of effort there be carefully graduated and controlled. Some civilians in OSD
likened war to a violent form of bargaining, in which military actions should send
an opponent messages about controlling and resolving the conflict. On 7 August,
the JCS met with McNamara but he decided to defer work on BNSP because the
Berlin confrontation and the FY 1963 budget deserved higher priority.® An eight-
month hiatus followed.
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On 26 March 1962, Walt Rostow (Director of the State Department’s Policy Plan-
ning Staff) circulated a long, elegantly phrased BNSP draft that opened with quota-
tions from Winston Churchill and Alexis de Tocqueville. It stated that conventional
forces should be substantial enough to contain anything short of an all-out Soviet or
Chinese attack and mobile enough to deal with two simultaneous crises in distant
parts of the world. If a balance had to be struck in training and equipping forces, that
balance should favor non-nuclear over nuclear combat. Thus conventional forces
should be “so organized, trained, and equipped as not to be dependent on nuclear
weapons for their effectiveness in sustained combat.” If nuclear weapons had to
be used, the primary purpose of firing a small number of them “would be political,
rather than military,” signaling US intent to widen the war if necessary.”

The JCS found this draft acceptable, subject to changes such as adding provi-
sions for controlling vital sea lanes, protecting maritime commerce, and supporting
overscas forces. State did so but, in a 7 May draft, added “tentative guidelines” for
tactical nuclear weapons. The tactical nuclear arsenal, State said, should be suf-
ficient (1) to allow employment selectively and profitably (notably at sea and in the
air) with little risk of escalation and (2) to permit very limited use against military
targets, primarily to demonstrate US determination. And until firm guidelines were
established, commitments to either produce tactical nuclear weapons or provide
them to non-NATO allies should be avoided.'?

These “tentative guidelines” created a good deal of controversy. The JCS
opposed any prohibition upon production. McNamara, however, had very little
faith in the efficacy of tactical nuelear warfare. The difficulty of centralized con-
trol, the pressure to respond in kind, the great flexibility and enormous firepower
of nuclear weapon systems, the ease and accuracy with which such weapons could
be fired from distant bases—all these suggested to him that “local nuclear war
would be a transient but highly destructive phenomenon.” Whether the military
possessed a viable doctrine for employing tactical nuclear weapons became anoth-
er bone of contention. McNamara believed there was none and should be one. Gen-
eral Lemnitzer, however, held that a war of movement would not permit the sort of
detailed planning and target selection embodied in the Single Integrated Operation-
al Plan (S10P) for strategic nuclear warfare. le argued that a doctrine existed and
proper training had been provided—but the scope and location of targets could
not be provided beforehand.!! To the JCS, conventional, tactical nuclear, and stra-
tegic nuclear capabilities were elements in a continuum of warfare. By contrast,
McNamara wanted to build a firebreak because he grew certain that any escalation
abhove the conventional level would escalate rapidly into all-out exchanges.

In July 1962, thirty-one “BNSP Planning Tasks” were identified for further study
and probable referral in final form to the President. These, however, included such
critical topics as “initiation of nuclear warfare” and “scale and role of conventional
forces.” In mid-August, General LeMay told JCS colleagues that he was worried
about their apparent exclusion from this exercise. The nuelear warfare problem, for
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exaiple, had been assigned solely to Deputy Assistant Secretary Henry Rowen in
ISA; there was not even a JCS contact point. At the weekly meetings where BNSP
drafting efforts were coordinated, military personnel attended only as observers
and lacked authority to present and defend JCS positions. Since Rowen shared
McNamara’s skepticisiu about the utility of tactical nuclear weapons, the military
were naturally apprehensive. On 20 August, the JCS communicated their concern
to McNamara, who promised that no final action would be taken without there first
being a JCS review.'”

Meantime, the State Department prepared a “short” version that extracted
policy statenients from previous drafts and omitted the supporting rationales. At i
State-JCS meeting on 5 October, General Taylor (who had just become Chairinan)
said that the JCS had not seen the latest draft and wanted to do so. Deputy Under
Secretary of State Alexis Johnson proposed giving only the nilitary portions to the
Chiefs. General Wheeler replied that “this would be like having the Book of Revela-
tion without ever having seen Genesis.” Taylor remarked that BNSP should be like
the British constitution—unwritten. He repeated what he had said in The Uncer-
{ain Truwmpet about BNSPs of the Eisenhower era: “any document which gains the
acceptance of everyone must of necessity be so compromised that it will be used
by everyone to further his own ends.” Subsequently, the Service Clhiefs advised
McNamara that fragmentation and piecemeal submission “might wetl lead to a dilu-
tion of the essential inter-relationship of the various elements of national policy —
political, economic, and military.” Therefore, “a completely balanced version of
BNSP rather than a series of compartmented excerpts is urgently needed.” Writing
separately, Taylor offered contrary advice. Another lengthy debate, he thought,
would precede presidential approval. The immediate need, Taylor counseled, was
a base on which the Chiefs could build their next JSOP. McNamara could provide
that simply by noting or approving the draft BNSP. But apart from that, Taylor con-
cluded, “I doubt the wisdom of pressing for higher action . . . at this time.”"

Suddenly, the BNSDP exercise ended. On 17 January 1963, President Kennedy
formally rescinded NSC 5906/1 which for all practical purposes had become a dead
letter on the day he took office. He directed that guidance be drawn from “exist-
ing major policy statements of the President and Cabinet Officers, both classified
and unclassified.” Deputy Secretary Gilpatric told General Taylor that he was “not
overly concerned” by failure to finalize a BNSP, because statements by senior offi-
cials “constitute pragmatic policy guidance which can serve as a basis for military
planning.” In June, 1SA circutated such a compilation of speeches and statements. '

The JCS tried to salvage something from the BNSP's demise. In March 1963,
General Taylor ordered the JSSC to propose guidance for developing the “basic
family” of JCS plans. Early in June, the JSSC identified 21 areas in which policy
guidance appeared deficient and argued for a “comprehensive” BNSP. The JCS
discussed this three times and finally decided to defer action. At the last of these
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meetings, General Taylor tabled a list of six questions covering matters on which
higher guidance should be sought.””

The JCS met with McNamara on 22 July and argued for a “State-Defense-
approved BNSP.” After “some discussion,” they agreed to submit a list of questions
and-if McNamara approved them—to supply suggested answers. McNamara was
willing to transmit those questions and answers to State and say that they consti-
tuted DOD’s planning guidance. The list would be General Taylor’s six questions,
each of which addressed a critical issue:

1. What should be the target-hitting capability of strategic retaliatory
forees?

2. How many contingencies should conventional or gencral purpose forces
be able to handle, and what should be their speed of reaction?

3. What should be NATO's capability for enforcing a non-nuclear pause
upon an aggressor?

4. What provision should be made for supporting a revolt in the Eastern
European satellites?

5. What level of military activity could the United States conduct between
Suez and Thailand? Was this adequate?

6. Should planners assume that the United States would not conduct large-
seale ground operations on the Asian mainland?

The JCS tasked J-5 and the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group with drafting
answers but decided against sending the six questions to Secretary McNamara.
When answers were submitted late in August, the JCS simply “noted” them. Per-
haps they did so because, as General LeMay observed, preparing the next JSOP
would require them to consider “many, if not all, of the subjects represented by
the proposed questions. ... Crucial policy considerations addressed in any less
complete context seem likely to impinge adversely on our ability to satisfy the total
requirements of national security.”%

The shift from massive retaliation to flexible response did find its way into the
JCS family of plans. JSCP-63, circulated in January 1962, discarded NSC 5906/1
by foreseeing engagements between US and Soviet forces “which, in themsclves,
are not of such a nature as to constitute sufficient cause for the United States to
implement general war plans. The circumstances, location, and world climate
under which an engagement occurs would be major factors in determining what
our national response might be.” According to JSOP-68, issued late that same
year, general purpose forces should be able to “frustrate, without using nuclear
weapons, major non-nuclear assault by Sino-Soviet forces where vital US interests
are involved . . . long enough to convince the communists of the risks involved...,
thereby affording diplomacy a chance to end the conflict.” Specifically, they should
be “sufficiently mobile to respond promptly and simultaneously in needed numbers
to two substantial threats..., notably in Europe and Southeast Asia.” JSOP-G9,
which appeared in September 1963, read that “general purpose forces should be
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sufficient ... to meet the early reinforcement requirements of NATO and. .. the
estimated requirements of any one of the most likely contingency plans of the
commanders of the unified and specified commands.” Thus a two-war capability
became the benchmark for planning conventional force levels.

For BNSP, the last gasp came in February 1965. A majority of the Chiefs
advised Secretary McNamara that, while compilation of a BNSP was desirable
in principle, the JCS “do not lack policy guidance for the preparation of military
plans.” The Air Force Chief of Staff and the Commandant of the Marine Corps did
recommend developing a BNSP and reactivating the NSC Planning Board. MeN:-
mara replied: “1 am inclined to the view that there is no pressing need for a BNSP
in single document form and, at the moment, am not persuaded that the NSC Plan-
ning Board should be reactivated.”!"

Hindsight strongly suggests that lack of a BNSP created problems more seri-
ous than civilian leaders—and General Taylor—acknowledged. Critical issues were
raised but not resolved, as Taylor’s six questions showed. To take an outstanding
example: Eisenhower BNSPs at least helped to identify what were vital US mter-
ests. If a country was not worth defending with miuclear weapons, it was not of vital
importance and thereforc not worth waging a large-scale conventional war, Switcli-
ing the emphasis to conventional capabilities blurred that threshold. In May 1961,
McNamara sent President Kennedy his assumption that a commitment of niore
than 250-300,000 American troops would rcach the nuclear threshold. A month
later, Dr. Carl Kaysen of the NSC Staff put the transition point at 300-350,000
and suggested that the ceiling might go higher.” In 1963 the threshold issue, still
wnsettled, was implicit in several of General Taylor’s questions. Subsequently, what
Gilpatric had characterized as “pragmatic policy guidance” did not prevent an
incremental buildup in Vietnam. By 1968, 549,000 US troops were committed there.

Focusing on Counterinsurgency

By the late 1950s, the Cold War had spread into the "Third World” where com-
munists exploited wide discontent among the poor and oppressed of Asii,
Africa, and Latin America. On 6 January 1961, Nikita Khrushchev extolled what he
called “wars of national liberation.” Citing Cuba, Algeria, and Vietnam as examples
of successful “popular uprisings,” he pledged to support such wars “wholeheart-
cdly and without reservation.” President Kennedy took Khrushehev’s speech as an
authoritative exposition of Soviet intentions.*

In January 1961 Army Spceial Forces totaled only 1,800 personnel, trained for
guerrilla operations in communist-controlled areas. President Kennedy promptly
ordered an expansion and reorientation. At an NSC meeting on 1 February, he
asked McNamara to examine ways of emphasizing counter-guerrilla capabilities.
On 6 and 23 February, Kennedy met the JCS and asked for detailed rundowns of
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what was being done in Latin America and Southeast Asia. “Obviously,” he told
them, there was going to be “more guerrillas and counter-guerrilla activity in Africa
and Asia in the near future.” Early in March, the JCS informed Secretary McNamara
of the steps being taken to improve training and instruction. They also recommend-
ed clarifying interdepartmental responsibilities in developing counterinsurgency
plans for threatened countries, with Defense taking charge of training the police
and internal security personnel. McNamara directed that JCS proposals be put into
effect “with all possible vigor.” On 11 April, the services and unified commands
were told to submit quarterly progress reports. High presidential interest meant
that the Joint Staff had to keep McNamara fully abreast of these matters.?!

On 25 April, just after the Bay of Pigs debacle, the JCS were asked to prepare
“proposals designed to increase influence and control in threatened areas through
pre-emption of communist infiltration.” This was quite a challenge, and the steps
they recommended were modest. General White, in fact, was alarmed by what he
deemed a lack of any real capability to deal with subversion and indirect aggres-
sion. He recommended “a master plan to marshal and organize US and Free World
resources into a tough hit-below-the-belt course of action.” White stood alone
among JCS members in pressing this view. But on 28 June, through NSAM 55,
President Kennedy ordered the JCS to assume a role in Cold War operations simi-
lar to that which they bore for conventional hostilities, and to provide “dynamic
and imaginative leadership in contributing to the success of the military and para-
military aspects of Cold War operations.” l{e regarded the Chiefs as “more than
military men” and expected them to help fit military requirements “into the over-all
context of any situation, recognizing that the most difficult problem in Government
is to combine all assets in a unified, effective pattern.”

In December 1961, an NSC task force concluded that, while there was a clear
consensus about the magnitude and urgency of the problem, “no single high-level
locus of authority and responsibility” existed to coordinate interagency resources.
General Taylor, who was then working in the White House, asked for General Lem-
nitzer's views about creating a “Special Group (Counter-Insurgency).” Leninitzer
concurred, with two caveats. First, confining the Group’s responsibilities to places
where the communists already had a “running start” would preclude a fair test of
its capabilities and prevent it from concentrating on areas of the most strategic
significance. Second, Group members would be senior officials whose time already
was fully occupied; they could do no more than review thoroughly staffed recom-
mendations. Therefore, the Group needed a small, highly qualified staff to draft
proposals and monitor their implementation. His first suggestion was accepted but
not his second. State, OSD, Central Intelligence, and the Agency for International
Development (AID) dicd not consider a staff necessary, and none was provided.
On 18 January 1962, President Kennedy established the Special Group (Counter-
Insurgency (CI)) which would hold two-hour weekly meetings. Its main missions
included (1) insuring government-wide recognition that insurgency was “a major
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form of politico-military conflict equal in importance to conventional warfare,” (2)
reviewing the adequacy of resources for coping with “actual or potential situations
of insurgency or indirect aggression,” and (3) insuring the adequacy of programs in
countries and regions assigned to the Group by the President. The Group's mem-
bers were: General Taylor, Chairman; Attorney General Robert Kennedy; Deputy
Under Secretary of State Alexis Johnson; Deputy Secretary Cyrus R. Vance; Gener-
al Lemnitzer; Director of Central Intelligence John McCone; and AID Administrator
Fowler Hamilton. Initially, the President assigned South Vietnam, Laos, and Thai-
Iand to its cognizance. By September 1962, he had added seven more countries.

President Kennedy still did not believe that the Defense Departiment, and par-
ticularly the Army, was devoting enough attention and effort to counterinsurgen-
cy.” Accordingly, in January 1962, he ordered that the Army select one general offi-
cer to act as its focal point for counterinsurgency efforts. The choice fell on Major
General-designate William B. Rosson, who later held four-star rank. Major General
Victor H. Krulak, USMC, became Special Assistant for Counterinsurgency and Spe-
cial Activities, assigned to the Joint Staff. When these officers met the President on
b March, Kennedy told them that counterinsurgency was “the most pressing war
cither at hand or in prospect.”™

Lacking a BNSP, policy guidance existed in piecemeal, fragmentary form.
Accordingly, in April 1962 the JCS sent a draft of “Joint Counterinsurgency Concept
and Doctrinal Guidance” to Secretary McNamara and asked that he consider convey-
ing it to the President. The draft divided programs into two broad categories: first,
“nation-building entailing military contributions through civic actions”; second, “pro-
grams for military counter-insurgency support during military operations.” Within
the second category, they identified three “general phases of intensity.” During Pliise
1, problem spots would be indentified and a Military Assistance Advisory Group
(MAAG), a military training mission, or a tailored counterinsurgency force intro-
duced. In Phase II, if the insurgency grew to more serious proportions, increased
aid would be accompanied by military personnel providing “operational assistance.”
A new command, directly subordinate to the unified commander concerned, could
be created. Activated in February 1962, Military Assistance Command, Vietnam
{MACV), was directly subordinate to Pacific Command. Guerrilla sanctuaries outside
the threatened country might have to be attacked. Phase 1l could see a combat com-
mitment of tactical forces. The JCS then enumerated “principles governing counter-
insurgency operations.” The most important of these were: seeking complete integra-
tion and coordination of effort through unity of command and centralized control;
making maximum use of indigenous forces; and fitting employment of US forces
to local conditions, avoiding commitment of large combat units.>” A critical issue,
of course, was whether indigenous capabilities were equal to the test. When the
Defense Department appraised eleven countries, only Pakistan’s paramilitary assets
were rated as good. The others varied between fair and poor. The Special Group (C1)
suggested, and the President approved, several coirective steps. With one or two




JCS and National Policy 1961-1964%

exceptions, there were no plans to unify and orchestrate internal defense plans for
threatened countries. The State Department would supervise the preparation of such
plans, and they would be submitted to the Special Group (CI).*

Meantime, the State Department drafted a “National Counter-Insurgency Doc-
trine” which the Special Group (Cl) asked interested agencies to review. In July 1962,
an interdepartimental working group circulated “US Overseas Internal Defense Policy
Guidelines” which deseribed three phases quite similar to those in the JCS guid-
ance: Phase [ ranged from an incipient threat to frequent incidents occurring in an
organized pattern; Phase II involved the initiation of organized guerrilla warfare; and
Phase [1I was “primarily a war of movement between organized forces.” The State
Department would bear responsibility for “providing overall policy and coordinating
internal defense programs.” The Special Group (Cl) should assure a coordinated and
unified approach, verify progress in implementing programs, and render decisions
about inter-departmental issues. The JCS concurred with these guidelines, and Presi-
dent Kennedy approved them on 24 August 1962.%*

As 1962 ended, the Army had almost 8,000 men organized into area-oriented
Special Forces. The Air Force had been authorized 184 aircraft and 2,167 person-
nel. In the Navy, fourteen Seabee Technical Assistance Teams had completed or
were undergoing specialized training. In the Military Assistance Program for FY
1962, $45.3 million had been allocated to counterinsurgency training and materiel.
The FY 1963 figure rose to $146.9 million; another $33.2 million was allocated for
civic action programs in seventeen countries.*

Should the services’ growing counterinsurgency assets be placed under
centralized control? In August 1962, Deputy Secretary Gilpatric suggested that
Strike Command (STRICOM) play a coordinating role in evaluating requirements,
selecting and integrating forces, and developing joint tactics and doctrines. The
JCS disagreed; each service should continue developing its own doctrine, tactics,
procedures, and equipment. They argued, in justification, that unified commanders
developed requirements and directed forces within their areas of responsibility;
assigning overall cognizance to STRICOM would conflict with those responsibili-
ties. Army Special Forces Groups, for example, were arca-oriented, and STRICOM
bore no area responsibilities.”! All they were willing to support was creating a STR-
ICOM Joint Special Warfare Coordinating Group. That was done. Gilpatric asked
the Group to assess the advisability of co-locating the Army and Air Force Special
Warfare Centers. Early in 1963, STRICOM recommended against doing so and the
JCS agreed. This time, however, General LLeMay recommended that STRICOM he
given operational control of all US-based Special Forees. Lemnitzer, Wheeler, and
Anderson would go no further than having such forces “made available” to the
maximum extent feasible. On 30 March 1963, the JCS advised Secretary McNa-
mara that service, JCS, and unified commanders’ responsibilities were “properly
defined.” Assets were being made available to STRICOM “as necessary” to con-
duct training and accomplish assigned tasks. As Special Forces expanded, the JCS

26



Strategic Priorities

would review the desirability of giving STRICOM “operational control of a working
force of Army and Air Force Special Warfare Units."™ So ended the first round ol a
debate that would run for many years.

During 1961-62, South Vietnam became a veritable laboratory for appty-
ing counterinsurgency doctrines. In June 1962, the Central Intelligence Agency's
(C1A) Station Chief in Saigon submitted a report stating that regular mititary
forces would play only a secondary role in subversive warfare. General Lemnitzer
emphatically disagreed; he sent rebuttals to OSD and the White House rejecting it
as “grossly erroneous.” In his judgment, CIA's mismanagement of the failed Cuban
invasion in 1961 was proof of its unfitness for a leading role.* Historically, Lem-
nitzer argued, regular forces had played a “cardinal part” in defeating insurgency.
They had done so in Greece and Malaya, and he saw “every reason” to suppose that
they would do the same in South Vietnam. There, in setting up and safeguarding
strategic hamlets, South Vietnamese regulars were playing the “decisive military
role.” In sum, said Lemnitzer, regular and paramilitary forces were equally essential
to successful counterinsurgency operations.*

In South Vietnam, however, nothing proceeded according to doctrine and
guidelines. During the critical months of August-October 1963, integration and
coordination of effort were conspicuously lacking. Ambassador Henry Cabot
Lodge and General Paul D. Harkins were at loggerheads about what course to
pursue. Their differences were replicated in Washington, with General Taylor sup-
porting Harkins. After President Ngo Dinh Diem was killed in a military coup, the
Saigon government remained unstable and counterinsurgency efforts in the coun-
tryside faltered badly. In the spring of 1963, a battalion of the North Vietnamese
army moved into the South. One year later, a second battalion and a division head-
quarters fotlowed.? By 1965, a faltering Army of the Republic of Vietnam faced Viet
Cong guerrillas and organized units as well as North Vietnamese regulars. Simulta-
neously, therefore, the United States and its weak ally had to conduct counterinsur-
gency and conventional operations.

The SIOP: Striving for a Controlled Response

he advent of long-range ballistic missiles created major problems and possibili-
ties in planning for strategic nuclear war. In 1959, under the leadership of Lieu-
tenant General Thomas F. Hickey, USA, the NSC's Net Evaluation Subcommittee
examined how a nuclear war in 1963 might be waged. lts tasks were to determine
(1) what targets must be destroyed or neutralized and (2) what retaliatory forces
would be required. Air Force planners favored a “counterforce” strategy which,
while targeting government, industrial, military, and communications control cen-
ters, awarded priority to strikes against Soviet nuclear delivery capabilities. Army
planners, however, held that governmental, industrial, and communications centers
o
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should be the primary targets, with any additional effort allocated against military
targets. This was the “countercity” or “critical control targets” strategy. Naturally,
counterforce required greater resources because every addition to Soviet capa-
bilities had to be matched by a corresponding US increase. Countercity targets, by
contrast, remained relatively constant. The Hickey Subcommittee compromised.
Study No. 2009 recommended a mix of military and industrial targets and enough
weapons carriers to achieve a 75 to 90 percent assurance of striking them. In Feb-
ruary 1960, President Eisenhower approved this “optimum mix” along with a 75
percent assurance of delivering weapons.

In August 1960, Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates ordered that a National
Strategic Target List (NSTL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan be promul-
gated and maintained. General Thomas S. Power, Commander in Chief, Strategic
Air Command, became the Director of Strategic Target Planning. In that capac-
ity, he organized and supervised a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS) at
Omaha, Nebraska. The Staff’s first plan, SIOP-62, was produced posthaste during
the Eisenhower administration’s final months. The JCS announced that SIOP-62
would become effective on 2 April 1961. General Lemnitzer considered production
of a SIOP to be among the most important achievements of this era. No military
man, he believed, was truly unhappy with the Plan; its existence created a whole
new aura of confidence.*

Dr. George Kistiakowsky, Special Assistant to the President for Science and
Technology, faulted SIOP-62 for (among other things) redundancy in weapons
deliveries and damage criteria that ignored the effects of heat and fallout. Secretary
Gates, on his last day in office, asked the JCS to assess Kistiakowsky's critique.”

The McNamara team reacted to initial briefings by characterizing SIOP-62 as
a “spasm” war plan, its greatest weakness being the lack of flexibility in its execu-
tion. Early in March 1961, Secretary McNamara asked the JCS to draft a doctrine
that would permit controlled responses and negotiating pauses. Answering on
18 April, they advised him that these innovations were infeasible before the mid-
1960s. Immediate implementation would be premature and “could gravely weaken
the current deterrent posture.” Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union pos-
sessed the essential prerequisites: adequate missile warning and defense systems;
protected command and control facilities; and a secure retaliatory force capable
of conducting second strikes or controlled responses. But Lemnitzer believed, and
Secretary McNamara readily agreed, that the problem was important enough to
warrant further study.®

On 5 May, Deputy Secretary Gilpatric circulated a BNSP draft that delineated
a strategy for controlled, discriminating response. The JCS replied by setting out
their reservations more fully. By its very nature, they said, planning for nuclear
war nilitated against a plethora of options. Since a nuclear attack would cause
massive disruption, there was an overwhelming need for simplicity of response.
US forces labored under the liabilities of scarce intelligence and relegation to a
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second-strike role. Effective retaliation depended upon the utnost exploitation
of military initiative, adroit tining, and effective targeting. The more complicated
a plan becawue, the longer would be the time required for its execution. Conse-
quently, “until our forces are endowed with sufficient invulnerability to perniit
holding a portion in secure reserve, any limitations imposed upon striking all
elements of the enemy’s war potential must be responsive to nilitary necessity.”
In the near term, a sparing of urban-industrial, population, and governmental
control centers was impossible. Military targets intermuingled with nonntilitary
resources, and nuclear weapons lacked the necessary selectivity. In sum, political
flexibility was tightly constricted by niilitary technology.

Nonetheless, the JCS agreed that some improvements were feasible. Currently,
strikes could be withheld by every element except the alert force—which, how-
ever, comprised about two-thirds of all retaliatory streugth. In tle future, the JCS
would make certain (1) that all aspects of flexibility and selectivity became “more
clearly and specifically identified” and (2) that detailed procedures for exercising
wore precise control were vigorously pursued. Also, they would try to see that a
reserve force could be either retained or quickly reconstituted.™

The JCS, meantime, had started critiquing SIOP-62. Generals White and
Power made no major criticisius. General Decker noted that target systems and
priorities could not be altered to take account of whether conditions were retal-
iatory or pre-eniptive. As target priorities stood, particularly for the Alert Force,
they struck him as optimal for neither setting. General Shoup was disappointed
that SIOP-62 supplied a single list of targets for the entire Sino-Soviet bloc¢
Admiral Burke observed that multiple deliveries of weapons upoun Designated
Ground Zeros would raise damage levels further. He suggested a sliding scale ol
danwage criteria, based upon a targets’ relative worth. To Itim, the fact that a small
17-kiloton had devastated Hiroshima revealed “the extremes to which we have
gone in the past 15 years.” lle and General Decker recommended a refinement
that would avoid so many multiple deliveries.*’

On 7 April 1961, the JCS initiated the preparation of SIOP-63 and asked Genr
eral Power to re-examine methodology, tlexibility, damage and assurance criteria,
and target valuation. lle responded with three studies. The first proposed, and
the JCS approved, a target weighting system that contained a few refinements
but no significant changes. The second set out damage criteria that did not dif-
fer significantly from those in SIOP-62. The third, on the methodology of target
selection, amounted to a refutation of Kistiakowsky's criticisius. But Atlantic and
Pacific Comniands’ representatives on the JSTPS agreed with Kistiakowsky that
requirements had been overstated. They leld that it would be a “serious mistake”
to cortinue using a plau “wlich in all ways inflates and exaggerates the size of the
target system which needs to be attacked. . ., which unduly stresses destruction of
targets instead of neutralization. . ., and which also maximizes estimates of enemy
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capabilities at the same time that it assumes minimum probabilities of success of
our own delivery forces.™!

These dissentions reappeared in the views about SIOP-63 guidance that the
JCS sent to Secretary McNamara on 18 August. A sharp division developed over
damage and expectancy criteria. Admiral Anderson and Generals Decker, Lem-
nitzer, and Shoup supported the counter-city strategy. General LeMay, on the other
hand, supported the counterforce approach and argued for stringent standards:
“Inadequate guidance can mean more than just an inadequate plan; it could mean
the difference between a credibly deterrent strategic posture, or should deterrence
fail, the difference between the destruction of the US and its survival as a viable
entity.” Two months later, Secretary McNamara and the JCS finalized SIOP-63 guid-
ance, which then was disseminated to appropriate commanders.*?

The NSC's Net Evaluation Subcommittee assessed long-range weapons require-
ments. Lieutenant General Hickey, who was still its director, reported in December
1961 that a controlled response could not be implemented until the late 1960s and
incompletely even then. For it to be feasible, capabilities not yet available would
have to exist. These included: first, highly survivable, reliable, flexible, and accu-
rate weapon systems; second, a national command and control system that would
continue to function during nuclear war; third, effective intelligence before and
during a nuclear exchange; fourth, rapid and accurate damage assessment; and
fifth, active and passive defense sufficient to assure the nation’s survival. In 1962,
the Subcommittee calculated, a retaliatory strike launched under conditions of no
warning would be handicapped by a sizable deficiency in weapons carriers—the
equivalent of 156 B-52s. This deficit would become twice as large in 1963 because
the weight of Soviet attack would grow heavier and 68 more missile sites would
have to be attacked. By 1964, however, enough weapons carriers would be avail-
able to satisfy all targeting requirements and to assemble a substantial reserve.*

After a review, the JCS advised the Secretary that “the force available in the
early years lacks sufficient flexibility to provide for controlled response.” They
urged “intensive research and development™ of advanced systems that would speed
the coming of controlled response. Their specific recommendations included:

Deploying a mix of delivery systems as insurance against the appearance
of unforeseen Soviet capabilities.

Accelerating research and development of advanced strategic systems.
Fielding an Advanced ICBM [intercontinental ballistic missile] would acceler-
ate the coming of controlled response.

Improving the availability of warning time by investigating alternative con-
ditions, determining effects, and instituting corrective procedures.

Integrating the actual or potential contributions of aircraft carriers, the-
ater air forces, medium and intermediate range ballistic missiles, and allied
forces.

Neutralizing rather than destroying enemy capabilities “may be an alter-
native to the programming of an inordinately large number of weapons to
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achieve a high theoretical probability of destruction.”

Establishing a survivable command and control systemn, with rapid recon-
naissance capability, appeared to be the “absolute pre-requisite” for controlled
response and selective, discriminating attacks.*

Assistant Secretary Hitch and his analysts reviewed the Subcommittee’s report
but reached very different conclusions. In their judgment, it underestimated the
feasibility of a controlled response and exaggerated its requirements. In fact, they
judged that controlled response could be attainable as early as mid-1963. By reana-
lyzing and recomputing requirements for 1963, they created a surplus instead of a
deficit in weapons carriers with only 10 to 15 percent less damage inflicted upon
urban-industrial areas. They reached this outcome by assigning many urban-indus-
trial targets to protected missiles rather than to the more vailnerable bombers, as
the Subcommittee had done.* The Subcommittee hacd assigned missiles to military
targets because it considered enemy military capabilities to have the highest prior-
ity, thus requiring the weapons that reach them most rapidly.

By June 1962, the JSTPS had finished drafting SIOP-63. On 18-19 June, the JCS
flew to Omaha and heard a briefing by General Power. They promptly approved
SIOP-63, fixing 1 August as its effective date. SIOP-63 was built around three
tasks, with options for executing combinations of those tasks. General Lemnitzer
congratulated General Power upon “outstanding work,” which permitted “a much
higher degree of flexibility and responsiveness than was possible in previous
plans.™® As of June 1962, only liquid-fuel Atlas and Titan 1CBMs were operational,
and they had to be programmed for fast reaction against nuclear-related targets.
By September 1963, solid fuel Minuteman 1CBMs in hardened underground silos as
well as Polaris SLBMs—could qualify for a protected reserve.

In November 1962, the JCS issued guidance for preparing SIOP-64 that restat-
ed the basic philosophy expressed in SIOP-63. The three tasks were unchanged
but the options underwent some changes. When SIOP-64 took effect on 1 January
1964 its damage expectancies were lower, largely because testing and experience
had resulted in reduced reliability factors for missiles. ¥

Of course, if controlled response was to hecome viable, both sides would
have to adopt it. On 16 June 1962, speaking at Ann Arbor to the University of
Michigan’s graduating class, Secretary McNamara appealed for Soviet reciprocity.
The United States, he said, had concluded that strategy for general war “should
be approached in much the same way that more conventional operations have
been regarded in the past. That is to say, principal military objectives. . .should
be the destruction of the enemy’s military forces, not of his civilian population.”
It had become possible to retain a reserve sufficient “to destroy an enemy society
if driven to it. In other words, we are giving a possible opponent the strongest
imaginable incentive to refrain from striking our own cities.” But that was not
the view from Moscow. At a Presidium meeting on 1 July, Nikita Khrushchev dis-
missed Secretary McNamara's argument: “Not targeting cities—how aggressive!

31




JCS and National Policy 1961-1964%

What is their aim? To get the population used to the idea that nuclear war will
take place.” McNamara, the Soviet leader suspected, was trying to lay the ground-
work for a rapid increase in the US arsenal: “How many bombs do they need?""
In fact, during the Cuban missile crisis, the United States perhaps unavoidably
departed from a “spare the cities” strategy by dispersing some bombers to civil-
ian airfields that lay quite close to major American urban centers.

The year 1963 marked a milestone in the evolution of US strategic thinking. On
31 August, through a draft presidential memorandum, Secretary McNamara articu-
lated the concept of deterrence through “assured destruction.” He defined “assured
destruction” as the ability to absorb a well planned and executed Soviet attack
and still be able to inflict unacceptable losses on the attacker. The alternative, a
“damage-limiting” force large enough to destroy some Soviet delivery vehicles and
disrupt coordination of the rest, would require twice as many Minuteman ICBMs
but save relatively few American lives. Consequently, McNamara decided to use
“assured destruction” as his yardstick for sizing strategic retaliatory forces.™

General LeMay, alone among JCS members, voiced “serious reservations”
about what he called this “apparent shift in basic US military strategy.” Assured
destruction impressed him as “only half a strategy” because it failed to stress the
fundamental necessity of limiting damage to the United States. LeMay still favored
counterforce targeting, basing force requirements upon the more stringent criteria
for damage limitation.”

Interestingly, when Secretary McNamara presented his program to Congress
in January 1964, he testified that “a ‘damage-limiting’ strategy appears to be the
most practical and effective course for us to follow. ... [Such a force] should he
large enough to ensure the destruction ... of the Soviet Union, Communist China,
and the Comununist satellites . .. and, in addition, to destroy their warmaking capa-
bility so as to limit, to the extent practicable, damage to this country and to our
allies.™ Perhaps the Secretary spoke about damage limitation rather than assured
destruction in order to make his program more palatable politically. In any case,
his testimony triggered—or perhaps provided the pretext for—another JCS debate
over counterforce versus countercity targeting. Early in 1964, during the drafting
of JSCP-65, Army, Navy, and Marine Corps planners argued that inflicting urban/
industrial damage should be the priority objective. General LeMay insisted, instead,
that damage limitation should be the major mission. Strategic retaliatory forces
could not carry out both tasks, and he saw no reason why “the basie military prin-
ciple of priority application of force against enemy force should be reversed.” Both
he and the service planners maintained that Secretary McNamara’s statements sup-
ported their opposing positions. General Taylor offered a compromise which, after
some amendment, won JCS acceptance. JSCP-65, approved on 24 February and
applicable between 1 July 1964 and 30 June 1965, stated that US forces:

1. Will defend the United States and assist its allies against enemy attack.
2. While providing the ability to accomplish (3) below, will, when directed,
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destroy or neutralize, on a selective basis if required, the military capabilities
of the enemy, as necessary to limit damage to the United States and its allies to
the maximun extent practicable.

3. Will maintain an assured capability, under all conditions, . . . [to] destroy
on a selective basis, the war supporting and urban/industrial resources of the
enemy. When directed, this undertaking may be carried out concurrently, or
separately with (2), above,™

Summation

he redirection of strategic thinking and priorities created rifts between the JCS

and the civilian leadership. General Lemnitzer, and General Decker even more,
thought that President Kennedy was overdoing counterinsurgency. General LeMay
strongly opposed replacing a capability for damage limitation with assured destruc-
tion. An undercurrent of unease, which all the Chiefs shared to some degree, was
best expressed by the JSSC in 1961: New approaches tended to “over-emphasize
control of military forces, avoidanee of casualties, defense, suwrvival, without com-
parable concern for combat effectiveness, the offensive, or the will to succeed.”




Strategic Nuclear Forces:
“Superiority” versus “Assured
Destruction”

The “Missile Gap’ Is Reversed

he Kennedy administration took office on the cusp of a major change in how

the strategic nuclear balance was perceived. In August 1957, the Soviet Union
successfully tested an intercontinental ballistic missile. Two months tater, the Sovi-
ets’ orbiting of the first man-made satellite—Sputnik—astonished the world. Those
achievements, as yet unmatehed by the United States, seemed to demonstrate a
commanding Soviet lead in missilery. In 1958, a National Intelligence Estimate
(NIE) described mid-1961 as a time of maximum danger. Talk of a “nussile gap”
dominated public discourse. By 1960, however, American progress and evidence
of Soviet difficulties had greatly eased the worries of knowledgeable officials.!
Nikita Khrushchev boasted of missiles being turned out “like sausages,” but their
few 1CBMs on launch pads were really laboratory models. The first generation of
US ICBMs, Atlas and Titan, were liquid-fuelled, took hours to prepare for launch
ing, and were not very reliable. Late in 1960, however, two fleet ballistic missile
submarines each carrying sixteen Polaris missiles joined the fleet. The Soviets had
nothing comparable. President Eisenhower, in his last budget message, stated that
“the ‘bomber gap’ of several years ago was always a fiction, and the ‘missile gap’
shows every sign of being the same.”™ On 1 February 1961, a Minuteman 1CBM
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underwent a fully successful flight test. This was crucial because Minuteman was
solid-fuelled and therefore much easier to maintain in alert status, to disperse, and
to place in hardened underground silos. Minuteman ICBMs could, in fact, be turned
out almost “like sausages.”

During the 1960 presidential race, the missile gap was a staple of Democratic
campaign oratory. Late in January 1961, just after President Kennedy took office,
General Lemnitzer laid widely-spread estimates of Soviet missile strength before
the House Appropriations Committee: 50 to 200 in mid-1961, 125 to 450 in mid-
1962, and 200 to 700 in mid-1963. Lemnitzer said that he was inclined to accept the
mean figures, showing that the missile gap actually could favor the United States.
Under Eisenhower’s program, which Kennedy was about to expand and accelerate,
there would be 132 in mid-1961, 310 by mid-1962, and 579 by mid-1963. The Com-
mittee chairman, Representative George Mahon (D., Texas), was outraged. After
the hearing ended, Lemnitzer learned, Mahon telephoned Secretary McNamara to
say that the Chairman of the JCS had made President Kennedy and the Democratic
Party look like liars!?

McNamara, however, sided with Lemnitzer. On 5-6 February, the Secretary vis-
ited Strategic Air Command headquarters at Omaha. On the evening of 6 February,
he gave reporters an off-the-record briefing in which he stated several times that
there was “no destruction gap™ and “no deterrent gap.” Furthermore, he saw no
signs of a Soviet “crash program” to produce ICBMs. Around mid-year, the missile
gap was officially interred when a National Intelligence Estimate indicated that the
United States could look forward to growing superiority during the early 1960s. As
the JCS advised Secretary McNamara, “Our strengths are adequate to deter eneny
deliberate and rational resort to general war and, if general war eventuates, to per-
mit the United States to survive as a nation despite serious losses, and ultimately to
prevail and resume progress toward its national objectives.™

Force Planning in 1961

M(‘Namara promptly charged a task force led by Assistant Secretary (Comp-
troller) Charles Hitch with reviewing strategic retaliatory and continental
defense programs.® Hitch's work with the RAND Corporation had made him famil-
1ar with these problems, and the task force drew upon a report recently completed
by the Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG). A draft completed in mid-Feb-
ruary 1961 recomimended accelerating both solid-fuel Minuteman and Polaris pro-
grams. Solid-fuel missiles were much easier to maintain in alert status, to disperse,
and to place in hardened silos. Polaris, while more costly and less accurate than
Minuteman, seemed virtually invulnerable and could form a post-attack reserve, for
long periods if necessary, threatening strikes against surviving urban centers. Min-
uteman'’s lower cost made it the weapon of choice for rapid deployment during the
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carly years of the missile race.® On 16-17 February, the JCS discussed the report
with McNamara and apparently found no disagreements.

The findings of a Research and Development (R&D) task force, chaired by
OSD’s Director of Defense Research and Engineering, did lay groundwork for some
controversy. It recommended restoring the funds that had been cut from Skybolt,
a bomber-launched missile; but it also concluded that a B-70 bomber, being devel-
oped as the B-52's successor and designed to fly 2,000 miles per hour at 70,000
feet, failed the test of cost-effectiveness when measured against the Minuteman.
Therefore, B-70 appropriations should be reduced by one-third, tooling to meet a
firm date discontinued, development of subsystems slowed, and aircraft purchases
cut from twelve to six.”

Secretary McNamara approved virtually all these recommendations and for-
warded them to the President, who did the same. Through a special message to
Congress on 28 March, President Kennedy requested an additional $1.945 billion in
new obligational authority for FY 1962. He would increase the Polaris force from
19 to 29 submarines but cut B-70 funding by $138 million. Testifying before the
Senate Armed Services Committee on 4 April, MeNamara explained his objections
to the B-70. Considering how surface-to-air missiles had improved, its speed and
altitude no longer offered an important advantage. The B-70 could not carry Sky-
bolt missiles and would have to deliver low-level attacks at subsonic speeds. The
bomber also would be more vulnerable when grounded than hardened 1CB3Ms and
did not lend itself to airborne alert measures.

General White, testifying several days later, explained why Air Force felt so
strongly about the B-70: “To abolish the use of the manned bomber, you have to
abolish aircraft.” The B-70 could be recalled or retargeted; it could detect and
destroy mobile or imprecisely located objectives; and it could perform pre- and
post-strike reconnaissance.®* White found much support among members of Con-
gress, who world not allow the manned bomber to die. In fact, for the planning of
strategic retaliatory forces, this was the most contentious issue of the early 1960s.

Thus far, the administration had been making quick fixes. When the planning-
programming-budgeting system (I’PBS) began functioning, the JCS tried to pro-
duee a single view—and failed. In fact, the memorandum that they sent Secretary
McNamara on 3 August contained splits over every strategic retaliatory program.
A major difference, which would persist over years, was whether the deterrent
should be primarily land-based or sea-based. At the Secretary’s urging, they recon-
sidered—and, on 15 August, advised that cach JCS member had reaffirmed his
position.” Here, it seems clear, they lost an important opportunity to impress OSD
by showing that they could rise above service parochialism.

Secretary McNamara relied upon his own programmers and systems analysts,
who prepared a paper on “Recommended Long-Range Delivery Forces, 1963-1967."
After reviewing it, the J-5 could not find common ground between the Secretary, the
Chairman, and the Service Chiefs on any major program element. But J-5 also noted
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that JCS-OSD differences dealt mainly with force levels in later years. Most of OSD’s
proposals for FY 1963 would reduce lead time if production was authorized later. In
fact, only the proposals for Titan ICBMs and B-52s would “foreclose the question
of final levels by denying further procurement.” So, Titan excepted, the J-5 recom-
mended concurring with all OSD’s procurement proposals for FY 1963.1°

The JCS did not accept J-5's advice. This time, apparently by agreeing that
the Air Force and the Navy each should have the force levels they wanted, the
JCS were able to form a common front. On 11 September, they sent Secretary
McNamara a recommendation about FY 1963 procurement that called for more
submarines, bombers, and missiles than OSD was proposing.!! Ten days later,
they explained why. Broadly, the JCS invoked “the deepening world crisis and
increasing evidence of overt Soviet military preparations.” The Chiefs pointed
to “the degree of confidence in their relative military position which the Soviets
have demonstrated in their deliberate provocation of the current Berlin crisis.”
Consecquently, the funds allotted to strategic nuclear delivery forces had to be
higher than in previous years. Specifically, producing more bombers would
be the quickest way to improve the retaliatory force. Replacing B-52Bs with
B-52Hs, which had a much greater attack radius and penetrative ability, would
“materially” increase flexibility and credibility, “particularly in the critical period
until missiles have proven their reliability.” Titan ICBMs with large warheads
could reach and destroy deep, hardened targets that soon might be shielded by
ballistic missile defenses. Since the Soviet missile force appeared to be superior
in total warhead yield, the programmed number of Minuteman 1CBMs in hard-
ened and dispersed silos should increase. Funding another eight Polaris boats in
FY 1963, raising the total to 37, would contribute to “the best mix of missiles” and
make possible “a continued orderly production program.”*

The JCS justifications probably eame too late, because only forty-eight hours
later, on 23 September, Secretary McNamara circulated his proposed five-year pro-
gram. The bomber force, by 30 June 1967, would consist of 630 B-52s with 1,150 Sky-
bolts; B-47s would be phased out by mid-1965, B-58s by mid-1966. (The B-70 did not
appear because, even if the Air Force got full funding, the first two squadrons would
not become operational until FY 1968.) The 1CBM arsenal, on 30 June 1967, would
comprise 117 Atlas, 114 Titan, 900 Minuteman (Hardened and Dispersed (H&D)) and
100 Mobile Minuteman launchers. There would be 41 Polaris submarines carrying
656 missiles. Procurement for FY 1963 would include 92 Skybolts, 100 H&D and 50
Mobile Minuteman 1CBMs, and six fleet ballistic missile submarines.

In justification, Secretary McNamara said that he was steering between the
extremes of “minimum deterrence,” meaning the ability to destroy most Soviet
cities, and “full first strike capability,” which he defined as the power to reduce
Soviet retaliatory forces so greatly that US population and industry would not
suffer severe damage. He had chosen force levels sufficient to (1) retaliate
against and reduce Soviet follow-on forces and (2) provide a protected reserve
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capable of destroying urban centers in a controlled and deliberate manner. Esti-
mates of Soviet missile strength in mid-1964 ranged Irom 200-400 (CIA) to 850
(Air Force). Even at the highest level, US missile strength would equal that ol the
Soviets, with a “substantial superiority” in other types of delivery systems. If the
“most likely” estimate proved correct, US forces should possess “a substantial
military superiority over the Soviets even after they have attacked us.”

Secretary McNamara opposed procuring any more B-52s because the alert
force already could carry 1,500 bombs and 1,000 air-launched missiles, and because
most targets (and all those with highest priority) were best attacked by 1CBMs,
and because bombers were vulnerable and expensive. He accepted Skybolt on
grounds that it would enable bombers to overcome “almost any” defense, but he
wanted no more Titans, because that missile was four times more expensive than
Minuteman. As for Minuteman, McNamara agreed that a Hardened and Dispersed
mode was “clearly the preferred way to buy more ICBMs.” He saw no justification,
however, for spending $2.75 billion to buy 600 missiles in FY 1963 as the Air Force
wished; 100 in the H&D mode were quite enough. He was willing to hold Mobile
Minuteman as a hedge against Soviet advances; it might later be cancelled. (Several
months afterward, the Air Force did decide to drop Mobile Minuteman on grounds
that costs were high, logistieal problems numerous, and attractive alternatives
available.) McNamara recognized that Polaris possessed the highest potential for
survival of any delivery system. Yet, since the force already programmed appeared
adequate, he would start six hulls rather than eight.

Secretary McNamara's analysts had computed the degrees of destruetion that
US forces could inflict when retaliating under optimistic, median, and pessimis-
tic circumstances. The “great weight of likelihood,” they believed, fell between
the optimistic and median cases. Their findings led McNamara to conclude that
“the extra capability provided by the individnal Service proposals runs up against
strongly diminishing returns and yields very little by way of extra target destruc-
tion.” Under the median case in FY 1965, for example, the percentage of “expected
kill” against urban-industrial floor space was 80 percent for both OSD and Service
programs. Against hardened ICBM sites, the percentages were 16 for OSD and 19
for Service programs.'

The B-70 was a special case. For FY 1962, the administration had asked for
$220 million and Congress appropriated $400 million. The White Honse asked
for service appraisals of the airplane; these were provided on 12 September.
General Decker believed that scarce funds might better be spent elsewhere,
with B-70 development limited to demonstrating feasibilily of the aircraft and
ol its bombing and navigation subsystems. Admiral Anderson judged the B-70's
efficiency uncertain but believed that technological benefits might prove useful
to other programs. He wanted a weapons mix maintained “until the efficacy of
the missile is an accomplished fact.” General Shoup bluntly characterized the
B-70 as giving “every indication of being an obsolete weapon by the time it can
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be expected to be in the operational arsenal.” lle favored continuing develop-
ment for the benefits that might flow to commercial aviation. Thus, General
LeMay stood alone in arguing that the B-70 provided unique capabilities and,
during the late 1960s, “may represent our most effective means of demonstrat-
ing our national strength and determination to our allies as well as to our ene-
mies.” Deploying even one B-70 wing, he claimed, would compel the Soviets to
spend $20—40 billion on air defense. Full development, LeMay argued, would be
quicker, smoother, and ultimately cheaper than continuing a partial prototype
program. In his opinion, “failure to follow through means that we will forfeit
our lead in aeronautics—and possibly in air power itself—to some other power,
probably the Soviet Union.""!

On 5 October, shortly after President Kennedy was briefed on the S10P, the
JCS provided him with a comparison of US and Soviet strategic nuclear forces. In
ICBMs, the American lead as of 1 October was thought to be 42 versus 10 to 25;
two years hence, it would be 382 versus 75 to 125. General LeMay recorded some
reservations, putting the Soviet figures at 65 in October 1961 and 250 by October
1963. Despite General LeMay’s reservations, nonetheless, the JCS advised the
President that “the US enjoys a military superiority over the USSR in both 1961
and 1963.” Thanks to the accelerated construction of hardened missile sites slated
to start late in 1961, that margin would be relatively greater in 1963 than in 1961.
During “the critical period of decision between [now] and mid-1962, the decisive
superiority of US nuclear delivery capability [should] strongly influence the Soviet
Union not to deliberately initiate general war.”'® Khrushchev, in fact, gradually
eased away from a confrontation over West Berlin.

On 9 October, Secretary McNamara circulated tentative recommendations that
repeated his earlier proposals and asked the JCS to advise him of any changes that
they considered “absolutely essential.” Not long afterward, he announced that the
administration would not spend additional funds voted by Congress to continue
B-52 production and expand the B-70 program.'*

On 30 October, the JCS tried to decide what changes were “absolutely essential.”
Before Secretary MeNamara entered the JCS “tank,” they debated at length without
agreeing. When McNamara arrived, General Lemnitzer told him that JCS comments
would be “pretty close” to the positions stated on 11 and 21 September, but he added
that the impoundment of B-52 appropriations had complicated matters. McNamara
asked whether the Chiefs had assessed his memo on “Long Range Nuclear Delivery
Forces,” and especially the assumptions upon which optimistic, median, and pessi-
mistic cases had been framed. There followed “a great difference of opinion” between
McNamara and LeMay over whether the Secretary’s recommendations would raise
or lower strategic capability over the long term. Lemnitzer promised that the Chiefs
would reexamine the question posed by McNamara and provide comments.?

On 17 November, the JCS advised the Secretary that they found generally valid
the target system and the survivability, reliability, and penetration factors from

40



Strategic Nuclear Forces

which his force-tevel recommendations flowed. There was, however, “one essential
point of difference™ “While your analysis estimates that the situation at the outset
of war would [fall]...between the optimistic and median cases, the Jont Chiefs
of Staff consider the median case more likely.” Applying the median factor to 1965
force levels, for example, would produce a requirement for another 125 weapons.
The question, then, was whether increased costs mattered more than reduced
risks.!® Subsequently, Secretary McNamara raised his Minuteman goal from 750 to
800 for FY 1965 and from 1,000 to 1,100 for Y 1967.

On 3 January 1962, President Kennedy presided over a final budget review.
General Frederick H. Smith, representing LeMay, argued that McNamara's program
would dangerously reduce US superiority after 1965. Ile wanted, in FY 1963, anoth-
er 100 Minuteman ICBMs and full-scale development of the B-70. President Ken-
nedy replied that he would be happy to hear an Air Force presentation but warned
that it would have to show exactly how more forces would improve the overall US
military posture vis-a-vis the USSR. He and Secretary McNamara stressecl that their
decisions were not being dictated by fiscal constraints."

Force Planning in 1962

Early in 1962, Secretary McNamara asked General Lemnitzer to outline the fae-
tors that contributed to nuclear superiority. In reply, Lemnitzer characterized
nuclear superiority as the ability, regardless of an adversary’s actions, to disari
enemy nuclear forces, conclude the conflict on favorable terms, and prevail as
a viable nation. So far, he said, the USSR had shrunk from initiating general war
primarily becanse the United States possessedd a “clear capability” to accomplish
those things. Thus the United States currently enjoyed a strategic advantage and
wotld, by 1963, be assured of a “decisive retaliatory capability.” Yet, in their recent
atmospheric tests, the Soviets had registered advances in nuclear techunology “well
beyond that commonly anticipated.” They would exploit this progress “to the full-
est extent.” Therefore, any relaxation of US efforts to maintain its superiority even-
tually would culminate in “irreparable damage.™

In 1962, the Joint Chiefs’ first effort at formulating foree-level recommenda-
tions was through JSOP-67, which proved a very difficult beginning. In Febru-
ary, the J-5 submitted Service splits for resolution by the JCS. Unable to resolve
those splits, they extended the tabulations through FY 1967 and asked the Servie-
es to try again for an accommodation. In June, with diffcrences still unresolved,
General Lemnitzer proposed his own solution. General LeMay argued that Lein-
nitzer had cut the Air Force’s Minuteman program much more drastically than
some equally controversial Army and Navy programs. Minutenan, he insisted,
“provides more surviving missiles (and greater targeting effectiveness) per dollar
invested than does Polaris.” On 2 August, Lemnitzer offered a new compromise.
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First, add an FY 1966 acceleration package for Minuteman and delay a deeision
about FY 1967 until the FY 1965 budget took final shape. Second, procure enough
long lead-time items so that the hulls of Polaris submarines 42 through 44 could
be completed during FY 1967, rendering a final decision during the FY 1964 bud-
get cycle.?!

On 27 August, the Joint Chiefs finally submitted an agreed JSOP-67. Twelve
days earlier, Secretary McNamara had circulated his own proposals for a five-
year program covering FYs 1964-68. General LeMay apparently anticipated that
JSOP-67 would reach the Secretary’s desk too late. Accordingly on 27 July the Air
Force submitted a Program Change Proposal raising the levels programmed for
Minuteman, its justification being that extensive counterforce targeting would limit
damage to the United States. If LeMay was attempting an end run, he failed. On 18
August the JCS advised McNamara that, while there was an “identifiable military
requirement” for more missiles, they had not yet analyzed additional needs. McNa-
mara ruled against additional Minuteman procurement “at this time” but promised
a review prior to completing the FY 1964 budget.*

Meanwhile, Secretary McNamara requested a study of the requirements for
strategic nuclear weapons. This task fell to the Chairman's Special Studies Group.
It set about assessing OSD and Service proposals for 1968, matching them against
“high” and “median” Soviet postures. In the median case, with tactical warning,
the Group concluded that OSD forces would furnish good coverage for every-
thing except hardened targets. The United States would emerge with a four-to-one
advantage in delivery vehicles and 40 percent more deliverable yields. Without
adequate warning, however, coverage would be inadequate. Against the high
case, moreover, OSD forces would be inadequate with or without timely warning.
The United States would gain no clear strategic advantage, possess no adequate
reserve, and sustain greater losses than the Soviets. Service forces, in the Group’s
Jjudgment, would offer “major improvement.” Retaliating with warning against
median or high Soviet forces, the United States would emerge with “a sustain-
able ... advantage” in nuclear strength and national viability. Even without tactical
warning, there would be enough residual strength to deter attacks against urban-
industrial targets. And Service forces, unlike OSD forces, allowed a comfortable
margin for error if important assumptions (e.g., missile defenses, missile accuracy,
target intelligence) proved wrong.>

The Service Chiefs advised Secretary McNamara that these findings rein-
forced their JSOP-67 recommendations, which aimed at maintaining “a clear
margin of superiority over potential adversaries.” General Taylor, who was now
Chairman, voiced “general agreement” but criticized the Special Studies Group
for underestimating US capabilities (by excluding theater nuclear forces) and
overrating those of the Soviets (by using high estimates, notably in the area of
available megatonnage). He also criticized as “artificial” the Group’s decision to
calculate adequacy by a combination of post-attack megatonnage, population
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loss, and industrial damage. “Like any living organism,” he argued, “a human
society will die if too many of its members are destroyed—Dbut the necessary
level of destruction to assure death is beyond proof.” e believed that “a popula-
tion loss of much over 10 percent” would destroy a nation’s will to resist; more
destruction would be “meaningless.” (His choice is interesting, since about 10
percent of the Soviet population was killed or wounded in World War I1.) Taylor
concluded that in a retaliatory situation, there would be “great risk” in attacking
only military targets. Counterforee targeting struck him as feasible only in a pre-
emptive strike.*

The manned bomber remained highly controversial. Early in 1962 Represen-
tative Carl Vinson, Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, pushed
for legislation “directing” the administration to spend more money on the B-70.
Vinson and President Kennedy compromised, dropping mandatory language
in return for a pledge to study the problem again.® In early September, the Air
Force submitted a Program Change Proposal (PCP) about the B-70, now changed
to the RS-70 reconnaissance/strike aircraft. According to the PCP, an RS-70 force
was “vitally needed” to fill voids in “reconnaissance, reconnaissance/strike, dam-
age assessment, and combat reporting capabilities during the trans-attack phase
of conflict.” The Air Force wanted $591.4 million in FY 1964 to build eight experi-
mental RS-70s, operationally configured so that they could enter the inventory
after full production was authorized. (McNamara had limited the B-70 to three
prototypes.) On 29 September, the JCS gave the Secretary their advice that “there
is a military requirement for an anuned reconnaissance capability.” They recom-
mended (1) reorienting the B-70 to the RS-70 concept and (2) approving those
portions of the PCP needed to demonstrate feasibility of the RS-70 and its associ-
ated subsystems.®

However, Secretary McNamara reached a different conclusion. In a 28 Septem-
ber memorandum, he stated that approving the RS-70 would “waste. .. many bil-
lions of dollars that are urgently required elsewhere.” The Air Force estimated that
35 RS-70s would cost $8.2 billion. Recalling the long history of overruns, McNa-
niara put the figure $3 billion higher. e was skeptical of claims that the fleet could
stay on 75 percent alert when widely dispersed. The Air Force assumed that system
reliability would remain high, that complex route planning and in-flight reprogram-
ming could be accomplished, that reliability specifications for air-taunched mis-
siles could be met, that bombing accuracy within 600 feet would be realized, and
that RS-70 radar could assess the outcomes of air-launched missile strikes. If even
one of these factors was degraded, McNamara believed, the RS-70’s effectiveness
would be greatly reduced.

The Secretary believed that less expensive systems than the RS-70 were
equally effective in deterring or waging a thermonuclear war. e anticipated
that by the early 1970s, satellites would pinpoint nearly all potential targets.
The RBX aircraft, an OSD favored project, plus indirect mechanisms (e.g.,
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atomic strike recordings of the electromagnetic signals from nuclear deto-
nations) would provide damage assessment. Destroying residual systems, a
favorite Air Force justification, struck him as pointless. If the Soviets expanded
their fleet of missile submarines, the RS-70 would add little to our counter-
force capabilities. If their force consisted largely of bombers and unprotected
missiles, the RS-70 would “increase only insignificantly” the effectiveness of a
US missile strike. Extremely hard targets, such as nuclear storage sites, could
be made unusable simply by radioactivity. Discriminating attacks designed to
minimize civilian casualties could be carried out by a special mix of Minuteman
warheads almost as well as with RS-70s. Accordingly, McNamara proposed
spending not more than $1.3 billion to complete three B-70s, continuing work
on some components, looking at alternative applications of manned aircraft
(e.g., serving as either a command post or a stand-off missile launcher), and
starting development of a much cheaper RBX.*7

On 6 November, after lengthy exchanges among themselves, the Service
Chiefs gave the Secretary their view that future capabilities should not be “frozen”
by current projections; alliances and even enemies might change. The only cer-
tainty, they claimed, was that “there is a continuing requirement for flexible and
responsive strategic forces, superior to those of the enemy and clearly capable
of inflicting unacceptable damage to the enemy, as an essential element of deter-
rence for the foresecable future.” McNamara’s position would preclude investiga-
tion of the RS-70 concept and terminate the program; the Air Force's PCP would
amount to approval of an operational force before feasibility was proven. So the
Service Chiefs settled upon a compromise: Fabricate and test five aircraft to test
the RS—70’s effectiveness, leaving the production of additional aircraft for a future
decision.”® It is noteworthy that they did not try to rebut, point by point, McNama-
ra’s lengthy list of the RS-70’s supposed shortcomings.

General Taylor agreed with Secretary McNamara rather than the Service
Chiefs. e saw a requirement for reconnaissance alone. In his judgment, the
ability to send a few score bombers in search of residual targets was simply not
worth several billion dollars. Even if the RS-70 did achieve a total technical tri-
umph, the existence of mobile Soviet missiles would stymic the complete suc-
cess of a “mop-up” mission. Further, Taylor observed that the RS-70 was not a
deterrent but rather “a hedge against the failure of deterrence.” For that reason,
it lacked the “broad applicability” which alone would justify such an allocation
of resources.?

On 5 November, the Secretary circulated his recommendations for FYs
1964-68. The bomber force would stay at 80 B-58s and 630 B-52s, with the last
B-52Hs coming off the production line in November. He planned the missile
force as follows:
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30 Jun 64 30 Juu 66 30 Jun 68

Atlas 126 120 99
Titan 108 108 108
Minuteman 600 950 1,300
Polaris Boats 18 35 41

Air Force proposals, argued Secretary McNamara, aimed at achicving a full
first-strike capability which he considered extremely costly and “alinost cer-
tainly infeasible.” In 1968, under very favorable circumstances, a US attack could
reduce Soviet forces to 100 ICBMs and 100 submarine launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs)—yet even these few survivors could inflict 150 million casualties. Also, a
full first-strike capability would not deter non-nuclear aggression. So he remained
satisfied with a second strike capability, which he defined as a secure, protected
retaliatory force able (1) to survive any conceivable attack and then destroy Soviet
urban society and (2) deny an enemy the prospect of achieving military victory
by attacking US forces. As before, his calculations showed only small differences
between the destructive power of OSD and Service forces. For hardened strate-
gic nnclear targets of high urgency, OSD forces would destroy 262 compared to
313 for Service forces. The percentage of industry destroyed would be 55 by OSD
and 60 by Service forces. McNamara also looked to cancel the Skybolt which, he
said, “combines the disadvantages of the missile with those of the bomber.” Like
a bomber, it was vulnerable on the ground and slow to reach its target. Like a mis-
sile, it was relatively inaccurate and contained a low payload. Even for suppressing
air defenses and opening paths for bombers, Skybolt failed the test of cost-effec-
tiveness. The objective, after all, was to destroy a necessary number of targets at
minimum cost and not simply to prolong the lives of bombers.*

In their critique, the JCS denied favoring a first-strike capability “in the
sense of indemnifying the United States completely from serious consequences.”
But they did favor a first-strike so powerful that the United States and its allies
“would emerge with a relative power advantage over the Sino-Soviet Bloc.”
Having a pre-emptive option would provide “increased latitude within the total
spectrum of military possibilities.” Equally, it could confine and prevent the esca-
lation of lower-level conflicts. Such a capability was “essential,” they argued, if
NATO allies were to be convinced that the United States would employ its strate-
gic nuclear forces to prevent the Warsaw Pact from overrunning Western Europe.
The JCS challenged Secretary McNamara’s argument that a first-strike capability
would not deter limited aggression. Thus far, they argued, the Soviets had shown
restraint in their actions and carefully avoided direct involvement in limited
aggression. Who could say what they might have done, had not the United States
possessed such a powerful arsenal? The Joint Chiefs reasoned that, if a first
strike capability was absolutely impermissible, “then we ... must face fully the
costs of other alternatives,” such as matching the Soviets in non-nuclear ficlds
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where they now possessed a clear superiority. They were attracted by the alter-
native of a coercive strategy, meaning the ability to threaten such a great destruc-
tion of population (after most of the Soviets’ nuclear arsenal had been expended)
that the Soviets would be willing to end hostilities on US terms. They wanted that
“to be recognized as an available option under pre-emptive circumstances.”

Specifically, the Joint Chiefs repeated their JSOP-67 recommendation for 900
Minuteman ICBMs in FY 1965, 100 more than Secretary McNamara was propos-
ing. The Service Chiefs opposed cancelling Skybolt, denying that 400 Hound Dog
air-to-ground missiles and 100 Minuteman ICBMs were equivalent to 1,012 Sky-
bolts. General Taylor, however, agreed with the Secretary. Basically, he doubted
whether bombers could play an effective part in the missile age. In responding to
a surprise Soviet attack, they probably would contribute little. In a pre-emptive
US attack, they would be unnecessary. Bombers might strengthen a retaliatory
strike launched with tactical warning, Taylor conceded, but in that case Minuteman
would be just as effective as Skybolt.?! While it is worth noting that Taylor sided
fairly often with the Secretary, it is doubtful whether a solid JCS front would have
led McNamara to reverse his positions.

McNamara made no changes and, on 23 November, President Kennedy
approved his recommendations to deploy 950 Minuteman ICBM in FY 1966, cancel-
ing Skybolt, and starting six Polaris boats, completing the planned total of forty-
one. General LeMay made a final, futile protest at the budget wrap-up session on
27 December, but the President sided with the Secretary, so the five-year program
came out exactly as McNamara had proposed.*

Force Planning in 1963

W’hat,ever hopes the Joint Chiefs may have had about influencing McNamara
through their next JSOP came to naught. Completed in April 1963, JSOP-68
was weakened by a Navy dissent over Atlas and Titan levels and by a four-way split
over Minuteman totals. General Taylor, who stood at the low end of the Minuteman
split, justified his position by arguing that the growing Soviet arsenal of SLBMs
and hardened ICBMs was fatally weakening the Air Force’s case for counterforce
targeting and the ever-higher force levels that it required. Even in a pre-emptive
attack, the price of destroying one Soviet 1CBM in a hardened underground silo
would be four to eight US missiles. In retaliation, US forces could hit only aborts,
reserves, and refires. Therefore, “Since we will not know where these residual
missiles are found, we will have to attack many empty sites and expend scores of
missiles in the hope of killing one residual missile. Clearly, at some point it will
become futile to destroy the Soviet missile system either in pre-emption or retalia-
tion.” The Joint Staff, likewise, estimated that larger forces would achieve little in
terms of damage limitation. General LeMay, alone once again, assailed the idea that
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“no improvement is better than significant improvement, if the latter is not total in
effect.” This time, LeMay did try to fortify his argument with a substantial method-
ological critique.®

In September McNamara circulated a DPM that proposed, by niid-1969, reduc-
ing Atlas ICBMs to 72 and retiring half the Titans, keeping 54 Titan lls with their
multi-megaton warheads. Since there were “signs of delay” in developing Minute-
man 11, which would have greater accuracy and retargeting capability, Secretary
McNamara decided to slow the rate of silo-building in FY 1967:

30 June 65 30 June 66 30 June 67 30 June 68 30 June 69
Minuteman 800 950 1,000 1,100 1,200

According to intelligence estimates, Soviet ICBMs in mid-1969 would number
between 400 and 800—a serious underestimate, as things turmed out.

The Secretary described three possible strategic postures. The first, “assured
destruction” of the USSR was predicated on the abitity to absorb an attack and
then inflict significant losses on USSR cities and industrial capacity. In 1969, even
allowing for improved enemy defenses (particularly fallout shelters), larger or
more effective Soviet offensive forces, and unanticipated US losses, McNamara
and his analysts concluded that about 1,200 Minuteman 1CBMs could fulfill assired
destruction objectives. The second option, a larger “damage-limiting” force, “saves
no lives unless the Soviets delay attacking our cities, and in that case the life-saving
potential appears to be less than 10 million.” The third option, a “full first-strike
capability,” would cost an additional $84 billion and could reduce US fatalities to
30 million. Yet if the Soviets reacted with a similar buildup, as almost surely they
would, the US would have to outspend the Soviets by three to one, Therefore,
McNamara concluded, 1,200 Minuteman ICBMs would “provide us with both an
‘assured destruction’ capability under very pessimistic assumptions, and, under
the most likely assumptions, a very substantial counter-military force as well.""
Under an assortment of names, “assured destruction” would influnence the planning
of strategic retaliatory forces well beyond the 1960s. This probably was Secretary
McNamara’s most significant contribution to nuclear strategy and force planning.

Every JCS member endorsed McNamara's program except General LeMay,
who still wanted larger damage-limiting levels. Secretary McNamara’s final DPM
contained no changes of any consequence. On 30 December, at the LBJ Ranch,
LeMay said that all the Air Force's studies showed US strategic superiority shrink-
ing rapidly, to the point where a nuclear exchange in 1968 would cause more dam-
age to the United States than to the USSR. LeMay also worried about the shrinkage
of research and development (R&D) activities and particularly about the absence
of a new manned bomber. President Johnson did express concem over the trend
toward exclusive reliance on missiles and asked about altermatives. LeMay admit-
ted that the B-70, now reduced to two prototypes, was “dead.” e recommended
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spending $55 million to begin design studies, program definition, and advanced
development of long lead-time items for a new bomber. McNamara remarked
that what the Air Force wanted was not a bomber but an airborne platform from
which to launch missiles. Such a low-level penetrator would be very expensive and
extraordinarily complex. Even if it proved reliable, Secretary McNamara contin-
ued, the Air Force had no plans for its employment. Therefore, he was “absolutely”
against appropriating $55 million. General Taylor added that the JCS had been
unaware of LeMay’s proposal and were not prepared to accept it without careful
study. President Johnson approved McNamara’s program in toto.”

Force Planning in 1964

he JCS completed JSOP-69 in March 1964. 1t differed from McNamara'’s five-

year program in two ways. First, all the Chiefs recommended having 37 rather
than 35 Polaris boats in FY 1966. Second, General LeMay pressed for 1,500 rather
than 1,200 Minuteman ICBMs. A situational analysis, prepared by the Services and
the Joint Staff, examined general war outcomes in 1969 under all conceivable con-
ditions. It concluded that US and Soviet forces each could absorb an attack and
still retain enough power to inflict high levels of damage and fatalities. There was a
lack of agreement among the Service Chiefs—the Air Force foresaw 1,256 ballistic
missile aiming points and wanted to cover them; the Navy anticipated fewer aim-
ing points; the Army did too, adding that the Air Force’s reliability requirement was
s0 high because it included in-flight as well as on-launch unpredictability. General
Taylor supported McNamara, largely because he was still “impressed by the uncer-
tainties regarding the value of a more extreme counterforce effort.™

In his tentative force-planning guidance, circulated on 16 May, Secretary
McNamara recommended that assured destruction could be achieved with fewer
than the programmed number of missiles. Since higher levels must be justified
in terms of damage limitation, they could not be considered apart from homber,
missile defense, and civil defense programs. But the administration had not
decided whether to deploy the Nike-X and build fallout shelters. And, even if
more Minuteman missiles could be justified as part of a damage-limiting pro-
gram, production would have to be time-phased to match the availability of other
elements. On 5 November, the Secretary issued a DPM that capped the Minute-
man force at 1,000 launchers, slightly reduced B-52 levels, and increased Polaris
boats from 35 to 38 in FY 1966. McNamara intended to retire all Atlas and Titan
Is but authorized the retrofitting of Minuteman IIs into Minuteman 1 silos. He
maintained that, in 1970, about half the planned force of Minuteman and Titan 1ls
alone could inflict assured destruction.”

The JCS told Secretary McNamara that his program, in their view, “falls short
of providing a balanced or optimum force mix.” He wanted to retire 45 B-52s; they
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recommended phasing out only the aircraft used for crew training. By a separate
memorandum, General Earle G. Wheeler, USA, (who had replaced Taylor as Chair-
man) said that reducing the Minuteman level would dangerously erode the “relative
superiority” of the United States. McNamara's final DPM, circulated on 7 December,
contained one concession: he retained two B-52B squadrons through FY 1966, after
which the B-52 force would fall to 600. But he held Minuteman at 1,000 launchers. ™

Out of the B-70's funeral pyre emerged the Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft
(AMSA). In January and again in March 1964, the JCS recommended proceeding with
project definition and starting design work on propulsion and avionics. On 19 August,
Air Force officers gave the JCS a briefing that covered cost effectiveness, concept of
emiployment, and specific targets to be attacked. The JCS and the new chairman, Gen-
eral Wheeler, (Taylor having accepted the ambassador’s post to Saigon) then recom-
mended unanimously to proceed with project definition and advanced technology. ™

Secretary McNamara remained as opposed to AMSA as he had been to the
B-70. The Air Force asked for $15 million in FY 1965 and $77 miillion in FY 1966;
he would support only $5 million and $3 million. Because most B-52s could stay in
the force through 1975, he believed that a decision about AMSASs project definition
could be delayed for two years. Instead, he proposed initiating project definition
of a short-range attack missile (SRAM), modifying newer B-52 models and retiring
older ones. In terms of cost effectiveness, MeNamara continued, AMSA would be
more expensive than Polaris, Minuteman, or a B-52/SRAM combination. A bomber
threat did compel the Soviets to spend more on air defense, he conceded, but they
would have to spend about the same amount whether the force was small or large,
because they could not know whiech targets the bombers would attack. A new
bomber would not greatly complicate the Soviets' offensive problem, since they
already had to contend with a missile force that was very well protected and sub-
stantially larger than their own. McNamara felt sure that Minuteman and Polaris
would be ready and reliable. Also, in his judgment, protected 1CBMs were more
survivable than dispersed bombers. Compared to Polaris, AMSA was nuich more
viilnerable and woulkd have to be committed far sooner.

Turning to damage lintitation, Secretary McNamara insisted that buying
more offensive missiles along with active and passive defenses would do more to
reduce US casualties than buying AMSAs. In an offensive role, bombers were too
slow in reaching enemy striking forces while missiles were preferable (or at least
competitive) against the whole spectrum of targets. For a demonstrative attack,
missiles were faster, could be fired singly, and could penetrate area defenses. In
fact, rapid reprogramming of the coded tapes that were put into warheads made
missiles more flexible than bombers. As to AMSA's reusability, dependence on vail-
nerable tankers, airfields, and extensive ground support made it unwise to leave
the destruction of targets to a second mission. As for AMSA's value in a show of
force, McNamara noted two limitations. First, the US might not want to brandish
its nuclear weapons very often. Second, the effect of adding a few bombers to the
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alert force might be slight. In sum, then, the primary weight of attack during 1965—
75 would be best borne by missiles.*

Once more, the JCS recommended proceeding with propulsion and contract
definition as well as developing SRAMs. General Wheeler provided a rationale for
contract definition. Considering the uncertainty about how long a B-52's life could
be extended and the fact that ten years must pass before AMSAs entered the opera-
tional inventory, he wanted to minimize the risk of a hiatus in bomber capability.
AMSA in his judgment, had greater speed and dispersal potential than the B-52,
and needed less tanker support than would a bomber variant of the F-111 tactical
aircraft.*! Secretary McNamara disagreed.

During the wrap-up at the LBJ Ranch, on 22 December, General Wheel-
er voiced concern about stopping Minuteman at 1,000. Secretary McNamara
explained, and the President agreed, that a final decision could be postponed.
When General LeMay brought up AMSA, McNamara said “it was the Chiefs’ view
that it is too early to say that we don't need a new bomber and it is too early to say
that we do need one.” His own approach, he claimed, would delay a decision about
project definition by only about five months.** As before, President Johnson sided
with Secretary McNamara on all significant issues.

Summation

On 31 December 1964, the US arsenal included: 391 B47 and 626 B-52 bomb-
ers; 128 Atlas, 105 Titan, and 698 Minuteman ICBMs; and 21 Polaris subma-
rines (9 in the Atlantic, 8 in the Mediterranean, 4 in the Pacific) carrying 336 mis-
siles.* The program projected for FY 1970 contained 600 B-52s, 54 Titan 11 and
1,000 Minuteman ICBMs, and 41 Polaris boats.

In 1961, the JCS believed that the United States had achieved strategic superi-
ority, which they were determined to preserve. That superiority, in their judgment,
was what had deterred and would deter Soviet adventurism. Secretary McNamara
agreed in 1961, but by 1963 he concluded that assured destruction would achieve
the same end. This was more than a matter of semantics. To the JCS, numbers
mattered because numbers shaped perceptions. To Secretary McNamara, what
mattered was our destructive capability, which the Soviets surely understood. Dur-
ing the early 1960s, the US numerical lead was clear. The differences between the
Secretary and the JCS were mainly about force levels in the later 1960s. As the US
numerical edge began to diminish after 1965, the differences between them would
widen.



Continental Defense:
Still Feasible?

An Outdated Posture

In mid-1960, sizeabte assets were dedicated to continental air defense. These
included: 52 interceptor squadrons, mainly the “Century” series of ¥'-101s,
F-102s, and F-106s; 56 battalions of Nike-Ajax and Nike-Hercules surface-to-air
missiles; a Distant Early Warning Line running along the northern edge of Alaska
and Canada; a Mid-Canada Line; picket ships in the Atlantic and Pacific; and gap-
filter radars in the United States. Inteltigence estimates put the Soviet homber fleet
at 135 heavies, much less than predicted a few years earlier, and about 1,000 medi-
ums. Strategic Air Command in December 1960 contained 1,178 medium-range
B-47s and 538 intercontinental B-52s. Evidently, the Soviets had de-emphasized
bombers in favor of intercontinental ballistic missiles. Their first ICBMs were
expected to become operational during 1960.!

Against 1CBMs, the United States had as yet no protection at all. Construc-
tion of a Ballistic Missile Earty Warning System (BMEWS) was fairly well
advanced. The first station in Greenland began limited operation in September
1960; two more in Alaska and England were supposed to follow. By earty 1960,
a Nike-Zeus anti-ballistic missite (ABM) system was nearty ready to be tested
against moving targets.? Whether to move Nike-Zeus into production would
become the focus of debate within the JCS and then between the Joint Chiefs and
Secretary McNamara.

Early in February 1961, the JCS sent conflicting recommendations to Sec-
retary McNamara. General Lemnitzer, Admiral Burke, and General Decker
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favored limited production so that some Nike-Zeus units could be deployed by
early 1965. Lemnitzer described ABMs as “an indispensable element in deter-
rence”; Burke and Decker saw “an urgent requirement” for them. Deploying
Nike-Zeus would offsct the psychological impact of a Soviet ABM system,
which might appear as early as 1963-64. Also, Nike-Zeus would protect against
accidental attacks and possible threats from Communist China. General White,
on the other hand, opposed deploying what he called a costly and inadequate
system. Progress in ICBM warheads, he contended, was running several years
ahead of ABM development. Indeed, Nike-Zeus might already have reached “the
point of maximum technical growth.” White wanted to accentuate the develop-
ment of sophisticated warhieads that could easily penetrate Soviet defenses.
Meanwhile, he agreed, research and development for “a truly effective” ABM
system should be pursued.?

Concurrently, an OSD task force under Comptroller Hitch reviewed continental
defense programs. Fighter interceptors, it found, were deployed mainly to protect
urban centers. However, if ICBMs destroyed about ten Semi-Automatic Ground
Environment (SAGE) control centers, those interceptors would be rendered
“essentially useless” and follow-on Soviet bombers could penetrate practically
unopposed to US missile bases.! Thus a devastating bomber attack could be deliv-
ered directly after a selective missile strike. So, the task force argued, anti-bomber
forces should be reoriented to defend against such tactics. On 28 March, President
Kennedy asked for and Congress later approved extra funds for improving US abil-
ity to cope with a combined attack.®

As one of his 96 questions, Secretary McNamara asked for a “complete reas-
sessment” of ABM projects. The Director of Defense Research and Engineering,
who still was Dr. Herbert York, reported that expenditures on Nike-Zeus would
total $2.4 billion by the close of FY 1961. Nonetheless, he concluded that the
prospect of protecting urban centers effectively “is bleak, has always been so,
and there are no great grounds for believing that the situation will markedly
improve in the future, no matter how hard we try.” By putting penetration aids
on missile warheads, an attacker could ensure success more cheaply than a
defender could counter such moves. Without fallout shelters, the Soviets could
kill populations through radioactive fallout even if effective missile defenses
did exist.®

On 24 April, the JCS sent Secretary McNamara some summary observations
about York’s report. First, they all agreed that the United States must try to build an
ABM systen, regardless of the apparent obstacles, at a pace “commensurate with
technological advancement.” Second, they reported that their split over moving
Nike-Zeus into production still stood—which explains why their first observation
was so carefully qualified. Third, they re-emphasized the importance of BMEWS
but described it as a complementary part of a future early warning system rather
than a complete solution to the problem.”

v
oo




Continental Defense

Force Planning in 1961

In September, the JCS asked Secretary McNamara to take three major steps. First,
produce 200 interceptors, either F-106s or F4s, as replacements for F-102s which
were similar to but less capable and much slower than the F-106s. Second, authorize
research and development for an Improved Manned Interceptor (IMI). Third, initiate a
“minimum production program” for Nike-Zeus so that twelve batteries would be oper-
ational by FY 1967.% They reasoned that, in the context of the Berlin confrontation and
renewed Soviet nuclear testing in the atmosphere, this decision “would have eertain
psychological impact, and other possible second-order benefits.™

Secretary McNamara agreed about Nike-Zeus but not about 200 interceptors.
Surprise wmissile attack, he reasoned, had replaced mass bomber raids as the main
danger. The largest likely air attack would total only about 200 to 300 bombers.
Hence the interceptor forces, control of which was concentrated in 22 unprotected
direction centers, should be dispersed, cutting their capability to deal with bomber
raids but enhancing their ability to survive 1CBM attacks. As for Nike-Zeus, he
contemplated twelve batteries protecting six cities and about 39 million people.
Technical evaluations, he acknowledged, indicated that any likely missile defense
could be defeated by “apparently reasonable” enemy tactics. But he found other
arguments in Nike-Zeus' favor. Soviet ICBMs might display unforeseen shortcom-
ings (as in fact, for the next few years, they did). Missile defenses should compli-
cate the Soviets’ attack strategy and so lower their confidence of success. Deplay-
ing Nike-Zeus would offset the psychological impact of a similar Soviet effort, and
later technological advances could be incorporated into it. Even a limited ABM
capability, he claimed, could inhibit blackmail by secondary powers such as China
and Cuba. Finally, Secretary McNamara proposed allocating a major portion of the
$400 million budgeted for civil defense to fallout shelters.!?

As 1961 ended, Secretary McNamara and the JCS had no significant disagree-
ments about continental defense. Apparently, the topic was not even broached at
the final wrap-up with President Kennedy. In the spring of 1962, however, prepro-
duction funds amounting to $76.2 million were cut from the budget, pending a den-
onstration of Nike-Zeus’ effectiveness.'!

Force Planning in 1962

ilitary planners again focused upon ways to cope with a missile attack fol-
lowed by bomber sorties against 1CBM sites. The Air Force proposed dis-
persing one-fifth of the interceptor force to 26 bases. The Army recommended
repositioning one-third of its Nike-Hercules units. The Commander in Chief, North
American Air Defense Command, wanted to build 200 Improved Manned Inter-
ceptors and replace SAGE with a semi-automatic control system called TRACE
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[Transportable Control Environment]. Secretary McNamara accepted some of
these steps but not others, Ilis DPM, circulated on 13 November 1962, stated that
existing systems provided “negligible” defenses against a missile strike followed by
a bomber attack. He recommended: adding thirty “dispersal bases” (i.e., recovery
or turn-around airfields) and ten austere single-squadron facilities at existing air-
fields; repositioning twenty Nike-Hercules batteries away from Strategic Air Com-
mand (SAC) bomber bases to hardened missile sites and control centers; retiring
during FY 1965 eight regular and eleven Air National Guard interceptor squadrons;
deferring until 1963 a decision about the Improved Manned Interceptor; retiring
ten SAGE centers as more survivable Backup Interceptor Controls (BUIC) became
available; and disapproving TRACE on grounds that requirements for the IMI’s con-
trol system were not yet thoroughly understood.*

The JCS disputed a number of points. First, they claimed that the statement
about defenses being “negligible” was overdrawn. Second, if the temporary dis-
persal facilities were made permanent, the ten single-squadron bases could he
eliminated. Third, the twenty Nike-Hercules batteries should stay at urban-indus-
trial locations. The only ICBM sites requiring bomber defenses would be those
held in post-attack reserve. Soon, also, hardened 1CBM silos would become too
numerous for Soviet bombers to destroy. Fourth, retirement of the 19 interceptor
squadrons should be delayed until an IMI began entering the inventory. The JCS
was again divided in their advice on the IMI: General LeMay proposed procuring
196 of them by FY 1969; General Wheeler and Admiral Anderson opposed doing
so because they believed that lower-performance interceptors could deal with
the threat.!?

On 3 December, Secretary McNamara circulated a revised DPM that charac-
terized defenses as “inadequate” rather than “negligible.” He accepted the JCS
recommendation to eliminate ten single-squadron bases and retain the 19 inter-
ceptor squadrons. He still intended, however, to use Nike-Hercules batteries to
protect missile silos and control centers. He had doubts, as did several members
of the JCS, about the IMI with its limited endurance and dependence on special
fuels. Moreover, McNamara foresaw little danger of a mass bomber attack. In
order to do that, the Soviets would have to move several hundred bombers to
Arctic bases, thus jeopardizing surprise for the missile strike that would precede
the bombers’ attack. He calculated, therefore, that a bomber attack probably
would involve fewer than 200 aircraft arriving at their targets over a period of
several hours. McNamara proposed carrying out (1) a war game evaluating the
bomber threat and the effectiveness of defense weapons and control systems as
well as (2) a study of surveillance, detection, identification, and control require-
ments. These would constitute “the appropriate first steps toward a rational long-
run air defense system.”!

Secretary McNamara addressed the ABM issue separately, distributing a DPM
on 6 October. Three months earlier, a Nike-Zeus missile fired from Kwajalein Island

54



Continental Defense

in the mid-Pacific had intercepted a target vehicle launched from California. Even
s0, McNamara concluded that Nike-Zeus should continue only in a restricted man-
ner. Instead, he recommended full development of a more advanced Nike-X which
added a high-acceleration Sprint missile for close-in defense and a Multifunction
Array Radar able to track many objects simultaneously. A deployment decision
could be deferred until mid-1964, with the first batteries becoming operational in
1969 and their numbers growing to 26 by 1972-73.

The significant point, however, was Secretary McNamara's growing pessinism
about ballistic missile defense. Manifold technical problems might be overcome but,
in his mind, solving them would not justify deployment. The basic stunnbling-block
was that the cost of building an ABM system would be at least twice the cost of
offensive improvements needed to overcome it. Hence, McNamara doubted whether
Nike-X would bhe deployed. He recognized, though, that “anti-missile defense is so
important in the strategic equation that we must be willing to make very substantial
development expenditures even if the probability of deployment is rather low.”"?

McNamara's memorandum had been written just before the Cuban missile crisis
erupted. The JCS reply was dated 10 November, while the crisis was not yet wholly
resolved. It opened what would become a long-running disagreement with the Secre-
tary. General Wheeler and Admiral Anderson labeled lack of missile defense as “the
most glaring deficiency in the US military posture.” They wanted to begin deploying
Nike-Zeus in 1967, with an advanced capability comparable to Nike-X following by
1971. The Soviets, apparently, had begun to build an ABM shield around Leningrad
(now St. Petersburg). Wheeler and Anderson feared that, if the Soviet Dnion was
first in acquiring a missile defense, Moscow would gain a major military advantage
and US prestige would suffer enormously. They also brought in McNamara's earlier
argument, now much more relevant, that lack of a missile defense might subject the
United States “to significant damage or public humiliation at the hands of minor
powers.” General Taylor, using what was for him strong language, agreed that “it is
of vital national importance to embark at once upon a production and development
program.” General LeMay supported developing both Nike-Zeus and Nike-X but
opposed deploying Nike-Zeus until its effectiveness could be fully established. '

On 20 November, Secretary McNamara forwarded to President Kennedy his
views and those of the JCS. He rebutted the Chiefs’ argument for deploying Nike-
Zeus with two points. First, there would “almost surely” be a Soviet reaction. Judg-
ing by US experience, penetration aids able to overcome a defense could be pro-
duced quicker and for one-tenth to one-half the cost. Second, minor powers “could
still threaten cities with a population of around one million that are not defended.”
Late in December at Palm Beach, Kennedy, McNamara, Taylor, and Wheeler held
a lengthy discussion about missile defense. The President adopted McNamara's
approach—development but no production. Kennedy ruled that, with a $9 billion
deficit looming in FY 1964, “it would just be too expensive to buy the proportionate
share of $19 billion spread over ten years for Nike-Zeus at this stage.""
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Force Planning in 1963

JSOP—GS, completed in April 1963, recommended bringing eighteen IMIs and one
Nike-X battery into the active inventory during FY 1969. General LeMay dissented,
saying that Nike-X needed further definition. More importantly, scientific opinion
was lining up against ABM deployment. The President’s Special Assistant for Science
and Technology, Dr. Jerome Wiesner, discounted fears about the sudden appearance
of a Soviet ABM system. There was a long lead-time involved and US intelligence
would supply early warnings. Using calculations even more pessimistic than McNa-
mara’s, he concluded that defense would cost ten to thirty times more than offensive
missiles. He warned that, if both sides deployed missile defenses, both might overes-
timate their opponent’s capabilities and overbuild their striking power.!8

In a DPM dated 9 October, McNamara said that the choice lay between creat-
ing a balanced defense and relying solely on offensive forces for deterrence. A
“low” program would consist, in FY 1969, of 456 interceptors, surface-to-air mis-
siles placed around selected hardened ICBM sites, minimal surveillance, warning,
and control, and Nike-X kept in the developmental stage. A “high” program would
add 216 advanced interceptors by FY 1970, ABM defense of the 22 largest urban
areas by FY 1973, and expanded civil defense. McNamara thought it too soon to
make “an intelligent choice ... between these fundamental alternatives.” The Air
Force recently had evaluated five advanced air defense systems, including IMI, and
found them about equally effective. McNamara agreed that Nike-X “would be very
effective against small attacks and would significantly reduce the damage of a large
attack.” Yet Nike-X might provide only “negligible” protection against high altitude,
very high yield detonations. Again, therefore, a production decision should be post-
poned until major uncertainties were resolved. Moreover, he emphasized, strategic
defense had to be considered in its totality. Improved air defense, ABM deploy-
ments around urban areas, and a nation-wide fallout shelter program all were
equally necessary. So he proposed an “interim” program containing only those ele-
ments that were comunon to the “high” and “low” alternatives: reduce interceptors
from 829 to 456; relocate some surface-to-air missiles from urban areas to hard-
ened ICBM sites; modernize, to a limited degree, warning and surveillance systems;
and maintain ABM research and development near current levels."”

The JCS wanted a war-winning as well as a war-deterring capability. They criti-
cized this “interim” program as “insufficient” because it (1) placed premature reli-
ance upon unproven surveillance, warning, and control systems and (2) postponed
the development, procurement, and deployment of ABMs and advanced intercep-
tors. A phase-down of current warning and control systems should await the avail-
ability of an improved BUIC system, highly sophisticated airborne warning and
control system (AWACS) aircraft, and integration with civil radar coverage. They
repeated JSOP-68’s position about interceptors, which would mean having in FY
1969 not 456, but 648 aircraft. McNamara assumed that the interceptors could not
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escape quick destruction, but the JCS believed that dispersal would give “Century”
interceptors as well as IMIs adequate survivability. Finally, they recommended
proceeding with Nike-X development “as a matter of priority, with production
and operational deployment to follow if justified by R&D progress.” As a result,
Secretary McNamara did agree to maintain the FY 1964 force of 829 interceptors,
adjusted for attrition, through FY 1969.%

On 30 December, during the budget review with President Johnson, Gen-
eral Wheeler described the absence of ABMs as “the most serious deficiency in our
defense posture.” He emphasized that, for the first Nike-X unit to become opera-
tional in September 1969, a deployment decision would have to be rendered by the
fall of 1964. General LeMay depicted the air defense picture as “dismal,” with capa-
bilities “going downward.” Developing the IMI impressed him as an urgent require-
ment. McNamara replied that the basic issue was not whether to develop IMI but
whether to produce and deploy it. If the administration decided against deploying
Nike-X, going ahead with IMI production would be pointless. Deputy Secretary
Gilpatric added that a decision about whether to press forward with civil defense
preparation also would affect the IMI. Unfazed, General LeMay argued that 1MI
should be considered independently of these issues. Without 1M1, for instance, US
air space could not be protected once supersonic transports began flying.”! But the
President again supported Secretary McNamara on all major points.

Force Planning in 1964

With currently programmed forces, according to JSOP-69's situational analy-
sis, a Soviet attack in 1968 would cost the United States 34 to 48 percent of
its industrial plant and 65 to 73 percent of its population. A larger “intermediate”
force, JSOP-69 continued, would bring those figures down to 13 to 25 percent and
37 to 50 percent respectively. With a “high” force level, thiey would fall to 9 to 23
percent and 33 to 49 percent. Clearly, the gain in capability was greater between
programmed and intermediate forces than between interniediate and high forces.
Whether SAC bombers survived, for example, was mainly a matter of timely warn-
ing and dispersal. Similarly, the number of civilian casualties would be determined
by the adequacy of fallout shelters as well as by the efficiency of active defenses.

General LeMay wanted to cut back surtace-to-air missiles and establish 1M1 as
thie nucleus of bomber defense. General Wheeler, conversely, believed that surface-
to-air missiles provided the best protection for strategic retaliatory forces and for
command and control facilities. Sole reliance on IMI struck him as unsound; the
best interceptor and the best aircraft/missile mix had yet to be determined. General
Taylor, Admiral McDonald, and General Greene sided with Wheeler.%

In his tentative guidance, appearing on 21 May, Secretary McNamara voiced
doubt about the value of a large interceptor force. He asked the JCS to compare
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the damage-limiting effectiveness, in 1967, of 782 versus 372 aircraft. Like the
JCS majority, he did not believe that IMI's superiority over other alternatives
had been proven. In any case, he reasoned, IMI should proceed only in conjunc-
tion with deployment of Nike-X, construction of nationwide fallout shelters,
and the addition of other elements making up a balanced defense. So the Sec-
retary opted once again to postpone major decisions about producing IMI and
deploying Nike-X and the building of nationwide fallout shelters. For the time
being, he preferred “a somewhat reduced active defense force and an augment-
ed development program.”

Most of the JCS, with the exception of General Johnson, opposed any reduc-
tion of interceptors. In justification, they cited studies by the Continental Air
Defense Command (CONAD) and the Joint War Games Agency (JWGA) showing
that the larger force might destroy as many as fifty bombers with several multi-
megaton weapons apiece, thereby saving up to several million lives. General John-
son, on the other hand, argued that the CONAD and JWGA studies contained major
methodological errors. In his judgment, interceptor reductions could be “largely
offset” by redeployments, reduced co-locations, efficient use of dispersal bases,
and modernization of the Air National Guard.*

Secretary McNamara did not alter any of his positions. As he informed Gen-
cral Wheeler, OSD studies indicated that a larger interceptor force would only cut
fatalities from 100 million down to 94-99 million. The CONAD exercise, likewise,
showed a difference of only 1 to 3 million out of 70 miilion deaths. True, the JWGA
study showed a larger force lowering fatalities by 9.4 million. But, like General
Johnson, McNamara believed that faulty assumptions invalidated this finding. The
JWGA wrongly assumed that increasing the number of interceptors invariably
increased the number of bombers destroyed; that adding megatons always raised
the number of fatalities; and that no relocation of the interceptor force would
occur. Using “more realistic” assumptions, McNamara'’s staff concluded that the
difference in the two forces’ overall effectiveness was relatively trivial. It was
wiser, thercfore, to assure the strategic deterrent’s adequacy and to “reduce our
dependence on the first use of nuclear weapons” by raising conventional capabili-
ties. The JCS, in turn, reviewed the issues and reaffirmed their views.*

On 5 November, McNamara circulated a DPM that seemed to denigrate, at
least implicitly, the very concept of continental defense. Without any protection, he
foresaw about 160 million fatalities. A civil defense program costing about $5 bil-
lion could cut that to around 120 million. A balanced $30 billion effort might reduce
urban fatalities to 80 million. Beyond that, however, the United States would have
to spend much more for damage limitation than the Soviets would have to spend
for damage creation. McNamara proposed: reducing “Century” interceptors to 330
by FY 1970; phasing out Distant Early Warning Line extension aircraft and radar
picket ships; and reorganizing the surveillance system. On IMI, he would spend only
$5 million for developing an F-12A. He remained uncertain whether the F-12A or a
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modified F-111 was most suitable and whether a new surface-to-air missile might
be preferable to a new interceptor. In any case, bomber, missile, and civil defenses
would have to proceed in parallel. As to Nike-X, he recommended $390 million for
development but only $10 million for production planning because so many uncer-
tainties remained. For civil defense, he urged a nigjor effort at public education but
expenditure of merely $51 million for a fallout shelter survey and evaluation,*

In their critique, the JCS stressed that “the measure of cost versus effective-
ness cannot portray the full range of essential considerations.” Balanced develop-
ment, naturally, was the soundest course, but delaying fallout shelters, for exam-
ple, should not cause deferral of Nike-X or IMIL. Again the JCS was divided on the
way ahead. Excepting General Johinson, all opposed phasing down the interceptor
force. On IMI, they sought enough funds to preserve an option for future deploy-
ment. In technical terms, that meant moving beyond the “advanced development”
approved by McNamara into “engineering development.” General Wheeler went a
bit further, proposing procurement of either 18 F-12As or 18 modified F-111s in
FY 1966. As for phasing out Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line aircraft and ships,
only Admiral McDonald and General Wheeler agreed. The others reconmmended
retaining them as long as Soviet bombers remained a “sizeable threat.” For Nike-X,
they all urged allocating an additional $200 million for preproduction, so that initial
deployment could occur in October 1969. General Wheeler, finally, favored a larger
appropriation for fallout shelters.>

On one point, Secretary McNamara bowed to the JCS majority, delaying F-102
retirements from 1966 to 1968. He made no further concessions because, according
to the latest National Intelligence Estimate, the Soviets evidently were not building
a new bhomber.*® McNamara also disapproved, as unnecessary, Army proposals to
redeploy Nike-Hercules batteries around hardened missile silos and control cen-
ters.” Possibly he was unwilling to challenge Southern members of Congress, from
whose districts many of those units would have to be removed.

During the pre-Christmas conference at the LBJ Ranch, General Wheeler
requested more money for fallout shelters, elaiming that a $5.3 billion program
could cut civilian fatalities by more than 50 percent. (That was a good deal more
optimistic than McNamara’s calculation, cited above.) The Secretary, in rebuttal,
said that shelters would have little value unless accompanied by ABM deploy-
ments. So Wheeler argued for $200 million in Nike-X preproduction funds. McNa-
mara asked Generals Wheeler and Johnson whether they agreed that the ABM and
fallout shelter programs should move forward in tandem. Wheeler did. Johnson
did not; he wanted Nike-X to advance as rapidly as possible. McNamara then said
that missile defenses appeared to have value only as proteetion against Communist
China. Against a Soviet attack, he argued, ABMs would not save enough lives to
justify their cost. Since the Chinese apparently would not have ICBMs before 1972
at the earliest, he could find no justification for accelerating Nike-X. Lastly, General
LeMay urged approval of “project definition” for the F-12A. Secretary McNamara
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suggested that fallout shelters should be built first, ABMs deployed next, and IMIs
produced last. Since IMI was the most advanced of these three programs, he saw
no need for extra effort.*

In sum, Secretary McNamara was holding continental defense programs at the
developmental stage. To him, IMI seemed pointless by itself; fallout shelters were
valueless without Nike-X, which he rated as being of very doubtful value. As they
had with strategic retaliatory forces, the JCS based their case for ABM deployment
on the claim that perception was a vital part of deterrence. Secretary McNamara
justified his deferrals on cost-effectiveness studies, which by 1964 led him to con-
clude that the best defense—indeed the only feasible defense—was a powerful
offense.
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At the Outset, Small Steps

Ithongh the Eisenhower administration placed main reliance on nuclear weap-

ons, it was prepared to carry out limited, non-nuclear operations. During the
summer of 1960, representatives from Defense, State, and Central Intelligence
assessed US and allied capabilities to defend South Korea, the offshore islands of
Quemoy and Matsu, Southeast Asia, Iran, and West Berlin. They concluded that
US strength was sufficient, if buttressed by a partial mobilization, to wage a lim-
ited war in any one of these areas. Dealing with two or more crises concurrently,
however, would degrade the general war posture “to an unacceptable degree.” The
NSC, on 5 January 1961, rejected a “radical reallocation” of resources to strengthen
conventional capabilities. President Eisenhower doubted whether it was pos-
sible to prevent large-scale conventional combat from escalating into general war.
Therefore, maintaining the nuclear deterrent should still be the primary mission,
with other forces relegated Lo supporting roles,'

The forces relegated to supporting roles were substantial: 14 Army divisions
and three Marine division/wing teams; 14 attack and nine anti-submarine warfare
(ASW) carriers, 14 cruisers, 225 destroyers, and 112 attack submarines; 55 USAR
tactical fighter and 30 transport squadrons.” The Kennedy administration promptly
made known that a strategy of massive retaliation would be replaced by one of
flexible response. Having no program for translating that strategy into a force pos-
ture, it proceeded to create one piecemeal.
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Secretary McNamara’s first recommendation was to improve airlift capability.
At the time, 90 percent of transports were propeller-driven; jet C-141s would not
enter the inventory until mid-1965. McNamara proposed several steps, the most
important being to double monthly output of C-130 turboprops to eight, and accel-
erate the switch in production from C-130Bs to longer-range C-130Es.?

Immediately, the new administration faced challenges in Laos and the Congo
that could lead to armed intervention. On 1 February 1961, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary (International Security Affairs) told the JCS to assume that two aggres-
sions began concurrently: by not more than five lightly armed divisions in Laos and
by another five in the Congo. What additions to US forces would be required? The
J-b recommended adding 45,000 personnel in FY 1961 and another 74,000 in FY
1962, the main augmentations being one Army infantry division, two attack carri-
ers, 21 amphibious ships, and 41 transport squadrons. The JCS was divided in their
response to the J-5's report. General Decker, Admiral Burke, and General Shoup
endorsed those proposals. General White, however, declared himself “greatly dis-
turbed” by their apparent assumption that the United States should be prepared to
wage limited wars at all points of the globe against the full power of the Sino-Sovi-
et bloc. If so, the US military establishment “would have to be quickly and massive-
ly reoriented” at a cost of well over $60 billion annually.! Arguing that preservation
of US nuclear superiority still was “the most pressing military requirement,” White
claimed that available strength was “more than adequate to the tasks set forth in
this study, with the possible exception of some additional airlift.”

Concurrently, in connection with a reappraisal of the FY 1962 budget, Assistant
Secretary of Defense (ISA) Paul Nitze asked the JCS to compare deployment capa-
bilities (excluding forces already in place) of the United States and the communist
powers at several crisis points. Replying on 9 February, they listed the following
figures for 90 days after fighting began: 10 US versus 43 communist divisions in
Central Europe; three US versus four communist in the Congo; five US versus 14
communist in Iran; and three US versus 23 communist in South Vietnam. There-
fore, they said, “The United States does not have forces in being adequate to cope
with large-scale limited war situations. The fact that in any limited war situation
there is a requirement to initiate partial mobilization, augment lift capabilities,
expand the war production base and to lift expenditure limitations, substantiates
this fundamental conclusion.™

The impact of these JCS findings seems to have been rather slight. Late in
January, Secretary McNamara had created a limited war task force headed by
Assistant Secretary Nitze. Its report, issued on 17 February, recommended add-
ing 3,000 men to Army Special Forces, 2,000 men to raise the 1% Infantry Divi-
sion toward combat-ready status, and 2,000 Marines to bring divisional strengths
closer to authorized levels. The task force saw no need for additional funding in
FY 1961 but did recommend adding $775 million in FY 1962, chiefly to expand
readiness and training exercises, improve airlift capabilities, and increase pro-
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curement of ammunition and equipment. President Kennedy put these proposals
into a special message to Congress, presented on 28 March.”

A number of Secretary McNamara's 96 questions, or defense policy projects
which he had assigned to the JCS and Service Chiefs on 8 March, pertained to gen-
eral purpose forces. Two of them are described here because they illustrate how
often, at the JCS level, single-service perspectives proved stronger than joint ones.
The first was McNamara'’s directive to develop a plan for integrating the Strategic
Army Corps and the Tactical Air Command into a unified command, “and consider
when such a plan should be implemented.” Significantly, the Secretary spoke of
“when” and not “whether” a unified command should come into being. The J-5 pre-
pared such a plan. Generals Decker and White endorsed it, provided that the new
command eventually included Navy and Marine units. But Admiral Burke favored
nothing more than a joint task force that would train air-ground teams for augment-
ing existing commands. General Shoup argued that simply developing a doctrine
for joint Army-Air Force operations would be enough. On 1 May, the JCS (minus
General Lemnitzer, who was in Southeast Asia) forwarded their views to Secre-
tary McNamara. Ile, in turn, asked them to assess several alternatives. This time,
Lemnitzer joined Decker and White in endorsing a unified command, while Shoup
aceepted a joint command with limited responsibilities.®

On 21 August, Secretary McNamara settled matters by telling the JCS to nomi-
nate an officer who would head the unified command. Their choice was Lieutenant
General Paul D. Adams, USA. President Kennedy approved his appointment on 19
September. One month later, US Strike Command (STRICOM) opened its headquar-
ters at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida. STRICOM comprised the combat-ready
forces of Tactical Air and Continental Army Commands, which by January 1962
amounted to eight divisions, 42 tactical and 19 troop carrier squadrons. Navy and
Marine officers were assigned to STRICOM's staff. Strike Command’s responsibili-
ties included training, developing joint doctrines, providing a general reserve and
reinforcements for unified commands, and planning for and executing contingency
operations in response to global crisis.”

The second question was Secretary McNamara's directive to review anti-
submarine warfare research projects and determine whether increased emphasis
was desirable. The JCS already were addressing one portion of this problem. For
many months, General White had worried that Soviet capability to deliver subma-
rine-launched ballistic missiles was increasing faster than US defenses. Early in
April, he suggested two steps that would cut across service lines. First, appoint a
Director of ASW Planning, who would be provided with a joint staff and directed
to develop a national ASW policy. Second, have the Director of Defense Research
and Engineering look at the desirability of creating a centralized agency for ASW
research and development.'

General Decker disagreed. He wanted to consider ASW in a “world-wide corn-
text,” not just as a continental defense problem. Any evaluation should cover all
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defenses against SLBMs, including the Army’s ABM systems. Admiral Burke, going
farther, argued that the greatest threat stemmed from our reliance on fixed-base,
vulnerable retaliatory force, and not from inability to intercept SLBMs. This being
s0, the best solution lay in “progress toward a preponderance of mobile strike forc-
es [i.e., Polaris submarines] that cannot be targeted by the SLBM or ICBM.” Burke
denied that White’s single integrated scheme would prove superior to existing
ASW efforts, which he claimed already had achieved “optimum integration” under
Navy direction. On 3 May, after discussing their differences at great length, the JCS
agreed to await results from the ASW analysis requested by McNamara.!!

Separately, at Secretary McNamara’s direction, the Navy Department and a
DOD working group assessed ASW capabilities. Currently, in the Navy’s judgment,
ASW forces could defeat any effort to close the sea lanes. War ganes showed close
to two submarines being sunk for every ASW or escorted ship lost. Under pro-
jected funding levels, however, ASW capabilities would become “inadequate™ by
1966 and “more seriously so” by 1971. The DOD working group separately reached
roughly similar conclusions.'

After reviewing these reports, the JCS sent Secretary McNamara some sum-
mary findings. At present, they said, ASW deficiencies resulted in a “marginal
capability” to counter the Soviet submarine force. Correcting those shortcom-
ings depended upon “vigorous implementation of the highest priority currently
accorded ASW, including additional funding.” Immediate increases were needed to
avert the “serious deficiency” anticipated for 1966-67. The JCS advocated renewed
study of management and coordination, which might uncover ways of effecting
significant improvements more swiftly."” Three years later, however, intelligence
indicated that the submarine threat had been over-rated.

Force Planning in 1961

Spring 1961 proved a grim time for the administration. On 12 April, the Soviets
gained a propaganda victory by orbiting the first astronaut around the earth.
One week later, at the Bay of Pigs, Fidel Castro crushed an invasion by US-backed
Cuban exiles. A worsening situation in Laos made intervention distinctly possible.
On 20 April, the President asked for a determination of whether more conventional
strength was needed. Secretary of the Navy John Connally, who was given charge
of this project, told the JCS that they should not merely submit “a shopping list of
new equipment.” Rather, they should provide “an over-all perspective” of available
resources, develop “new methods and techniques” for using them, and determine
actions needed to create capabilities for applying these techniques. McNamara fur-
ther instructed the JCS to include specific add-ons for the FY 1962 budget.'

This was a tall order with a tight deadline, so it is not surprising that the JCS
response fell short as far as “new methods and techniques™ were concerned. On 5
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May, they advised Secretary McNamara that available forees were “highly trained,
ready and competent to accomplish tasks which are assigned to them by the Basic
War Plan.” Eleven Army and three Marine division/wing teams were combat-ready;
three more Army divisions could become so between mobilization (M)+60 and
M+150. The Air Force had a 382-plane Composite Air Strike Force available for
rapid deployment. The Navy had 352 warships either at sea or readily available
Deployment capabilities were adequate, with certain exceptions; available stocks
would support combat operations for six months.

Separately, the services proposed sizeable augmentations totaling 104,960
personnel and costing $2.641 billion. The Army wanted 69,260 personnel to form
a new division in the continental United States (CONUS) as well as one airborne
brigade in Okinawa and one in Europe. The Navy wanted 18,500 more personncl
to improve readiness and amphibious lift. The Marine Corps wanted 12,000 more
personnel to bring units to full strength. The Air Force wanted 11,500 personnel to
retain eleven fighter and five transport squadrons slated for inactivation.'”

On 8 May, Secretary MeNamara met the JCS and told them that the services’
higures were too high for him to support in full. Two days later, he informed the
President that “Mr. Gilpatric, Mr. Connally and 17 considered conventional forces
to be “adequate for their purpose.” They had analyzed service proposals under
the following assumptions: more than one large conventional commitment at any
one time was unlikely; commitment of more than 250 to 300,000 US troops woulkd
reach the threshold for using nuclear weapons; and resorting to nuclear weapons
would “stem the requirement for additional combat forces.” Within the framework
of those assumptions, “we have a substantial capacity for waging non-nuclear war-
fare. Our capacity for strategic mobility. . .is satisfactory, except during the first
10-30 days of a large-scale, rapidly developing limited war.”

Secretary McNamara did recommend several steps: form an airborne brigade
on Okinawa;'s reactivate 22 transports, increasing amphibtous lift from 1% to 2
Marine divisions; and accelerating production of certain equipment and ammuni-
tion. All these things could be done without additional funding, by reprogramming
available appropriations. The only FY 1962 addition would be $100 million to begin
restructuring Army divisions. The “pentomic” divisions, organized in the late 1950s
for mobility and dispersion on tactical nuclear battlefields, would be replaced by
ROAD divisions with more firepower, personnel, and flexibility.}”

President Kennedy, on 25 May, asked Congress for $100 million to fund ROAD as
well as $138 million for Army and Marine equipment. He included a service proposal
that McNamara had rejected—raise Marine Corps strength from 178,000 to 190,000
to provide the nucleus for a fourth division.!® While the changes over these first four
months were not trivial, they really amounted to adjustments at the margin. A major
expansion lay just ahead, but this was entirely unforeseen when Kennedy spoke.

During the summer, as tensions over Berlin rose, having enough convention:l
strength to avoid rapid escalation into nuclear warfare became a prime concern.
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On 26 July President Kennedy asked Congress for another $3.2 billion, the purpose
being to “give the US the capability of deploying as many as six additional divi-
sions and supporting air units to Europe at any time after January 1, 1962.” Army
strength would grow from 870,000 to about 1,000,000; the Navy and Air Force
would add 29,000 and 63,000 respectively.”

The services proceeded to revise and enlarge their force objectives. On 15
September, the JCS informed McNamara that they judged these new objectives
to be “fundamentally sound.” The Army should contain 16 divisions through FY
1967. Low funding levels during the Eisenhower years had led to “serious dete-
rioration” vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc, and implementing ROAD would require con-
siderable capital outlays. Therefore, the JCS recommended a $3.5 billion procure-
ment program for the Army in FY 1963, up from Eisenhower’s $2.2 billion. They
proposed 15 attack (the Navy wanted 16) and 10 ASW carriers in FY 1963, leaving
numbers for later years to be decided during future planning cycles. As for tacti-
cal aircraft, they endorsed the service plan to maintain a steady figure of 1,300.2

On 18 September, as the Berlin confrontation neared its peak, Kennedy
ordered the activation of two National Guard divisions. Four days later, Secretary
McNamara circulated a tentative five-year program for general purpose forces. He
proposed steady levels of 14 Army divisions, three Marine division/wing teams, and
15 attack and nine ASW carriers. The number of Air Force tactical fighters would
rise from 1,278 in mid-1963 to 1,588 in mid-1966.

In a DPM dated 9 October, Secretary McNamara explained why he had revised
several JCS recommendations. The Berlin mobilization, involving unready divisions
as well as many obsolescent ships and aircraft, was yielding “only small improve-
ments in effectiveness.” Consequently, he chose to emphasize quality rather than
quantity. For the Army, he intended to improve equipment and reserves’ readiness
instead of increasing the number of regular divisions above 14. The six CONUS-
based active divisions, plus the priority National Guard divisions, constituted an
adequate strategic reserve. An enlarged training establishment would allow rapid
expansion. As for procurement, he prescribed $2.6 billion which was $900 million
below the JCS request but $1 billion above Eisenhower's FY 1962 budget.

For the Navy, Secretary McNamara recommended against retaining most of
the reactivated ships. Enough should stay in service, however, to be able to trans-
port and assault-land one Marine division in each ocean. He also wanted to begin
construction of an oil-fired attack carrier in FY 1963. The Navy wanted a nuclear-
powered ship, but he found no increase in effectiveness to justify the added cost.

Those choices made McNamara's arguments about tactical air power all the
more surprising. The Air Force proposed a tactical fighter force of 1,329 by FY 1966;
the Secretary wanted 1,588. McNamara noted, in justification, that a Marine division/
wing team had about 180 aircraft. The Air Force, by contrast, allocated only 80 air-
craft to support an Army division. Besides close air support, furthermore, Tactical
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Air Command had the missions of air superiority and long-range interdiction. McNa-
mara also increased funding for conventional ordnance by $500 million.”!

Strategic mobility, on the verge of a great improvement, had become a vital ele-
ment of conventional capabilities. The services developed and Secretary McNamara,
through his DPM, defined ambitious goals: airlift one airborme brigade with its essen-
tial combat equipment anywhere within three days; airlift one division (including
the brigade) in seven to ten days, followed by another division within four weeks.
Sealift then would deliver complete equipment for the two divisions within 45 days.
In 1961, the basic tools of the airlift fleet were the piston C-124 and the turboprop
(C-130. McNamara and the JCS agreed upon FY 1967 goals of 448 C-130s with a
range around 1,500 nautical miles (nm) and 160 jet C-141s with about 4,000 nm
range. As to sealift, the JCS wanted to start building “roll-on roll-off” cargo ships for
handling heavy wheeled and tracked vehicles. They also recommended modernizing
the cargo, tanker, and transport fleets. McNamara judged airlift to be quicker and
cheaper than sealift; he could not foresee a situation where strategic sealift of troops
would be necessary or desirable. He rejected modernizing the cargo, tanker and
transport fleets because the heavy expense “completely outweighed” the benefit of
faster cruising speed. But he did agree to start one “roll-on roll-off” per year and, as
the JCS urged, postponed the retirement of 16 troopships.>

In November, Secretary McNamara reviewed the merits of 14 versus 16 regular
Army divisions. General Taylor, working in the White House as Military Represen-
tative of the President, strongly supported 16 and had Kennedy's ear. The issue was
whether, when the two National Guard divisions were released, two new regular
divisions should replace them. On 1 December, the JCS advised McNamara that
16 were required “to conduct contingency operations in two areas simultancously
while maintaining an acceptable general war posture.” Here their unanimity ended.
General Decker wanted 16 regular divisions. General Shoup concurred, on condi-
tion that the Army’s personnel ceiling did not exceed 960,000. But Admiral Ander-
son and General LeMay believed there would be enough time to mobilize two well-
organized and well-equipped divisions. The Chairman sided with General Decker.
Traditionally, Lemnitzer told McNamara, regulars bore the burden “until the imme-
diacy or actuality of a shooting war requires declaration of a national emergency.”
Highly publicized complaints by recently mobilized National Guardsman were
much on General Lemnitzer's mind (and may have been on the President’s as well):
“To mobilize and demobilize significant numbers of reservists with each crisis will,
in my view, be considered an unacceptable burden by the American public, the
Congress, and eventually by the reservists themselves.”

A conference on 2 January 1962, attended by Kennedy, Vice President Johnson,
General Taylor, McNamara, and Gilpatric, settled the matter. No JCS members
were present. Here President Kennedy approved the immediate activation of two
new regular divisions. The press statement, he instructed, should stress that orga-
nizing these units would permit release from federal serviece of the 32 and 49%
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National Guard divisions.* Next day, at the last budget review, General Decker
assured Kennedy that the Army had been “done well by,” although a ceiling of
960,000 left little leeway. Admiral Anderson said that the FY 1963 budget supported
“a better Navy,” although maintenance and personnel would remain “tight.”

In its final form, the program for FYs 1963-1967 would maintain 16 Army divi-
sions, three Marine division/wing teams, 15 attack and nine ASW carriers, 14 cruis-
ers, a little more than 250 destroyers, and about 100 attack submarines. The tacti-
cal fighter force would be 21 wings, with aircraft numbering 1,575 in FY 1963, 1,593
in FY 1964, and 1,545 thereafter.2s

Force Planning in 1962

he drafting of JSOP-67 witnessed a protracted dispute over the numbers of

Arnmiy divisions and Navy carriers. The Army advocated 18 divisions; the Air
Force and Navy, 16. The Navy wanted 16 attack carriers; the Army, 15. The Air
Force would reduce attack carriers to 10 but build ASW carriers up to 16. General
Lemnitzer suggested compromises that the other Chiefs finally accepted. On 27
August, the JCS recommended mid-1967 levels of 17 Army divisions, 15 attack and
11 ASW carriers, and 25 tactical fighter wings.?

In mid-August, Secretary McNamara proposed a five-year program with steady
levels of 16 Army and three Marine divisions, 15 attack and 9 ASW carriers, and 21
tactical fighter wings, fourteen of which would have F-4C Phantoms by mid-1967.>
His DPM of 31 October repeated those recommendations. In justification, he cited
findings of the Chairman’s Special Studies Group which had analyzed requirements
in Central Europe, Iran, Southeast Asia, and Korea. McNamara interpreted the
Group's findings as follows:

CENTRAL EUROPE: A force of 34 NATO divisions (six of them US) could
“contain” a Warsaw Pact attack at its outset. A force of 55 to 60 divisions (15
of them US), if available in 30 to 60 days, “could probably hold indefinitely”
because air interdiction would prevent the Warsaw Pact from supporting more
than 60 divisions in combat. NATO aircraft were equal to the enemy in quantity
(4,020 versus 4,000) and superior in quality. NATO ground forces, however,
were deficient in equipment, support units, and reserves; active divisions were
poorly positioned. McNamara saw no reason to assign more US forces; the
allies could and should correct their own shortcomings.

IraN: Nine US divisions and 800 aircraft would be needed to hold a line
along the Zagros Mountains. Instead of stationing US troops there, McNamara
recommended pre-stocking equipment and improving strategic lift.

TnA1LAND-VIETNAM: Six US divisions, combined with allied and indigenous
forces, could stop an attack by 21 Chinese and North Vietnamese divisions.

SoutH Korea: Thirteen US divisions, together with the Republic of
Korea's army, could repulse a Chinese-North Korean invasion.
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From this data, Secretary McNamara concluded that there already were enough
active divisions to cope with the initial stages of one large contingency outside
Ewrope. Priority reserves would have to be called up, though, to provide non-divi-
sional support and reconstitite the strategic reserve.

The Secretary then dealt with Service proposals. He disapproved the Army's
request for another infantry division, possibly to be stationed in the Philippines.
Back in April, however, McNamara had ordered the Army to examine ways of
achieving “quantum increases in mobility.” What emerged was the concept of
an “air assault” division equipped with 459 helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft-
enough to lift the entire division in three movements, McNamara agreed to activate
a provisional air assault division. If field tests went well, it could either become a
permanent division or merge with one of the airborne divisions.®

Many surface warships, particnlarly destroyers, dated from World War 11
Me¢Namara emphasized prolonging their lives through the Fleet Rehabilitation and
Modernization Program. The Navy preferred more new construction and fewer
conversions.

The Air Force again asked for 25 wings. McNamara held the line at 21, up from
16 in mid-1961. Modern munitions, he was convinced, would at least double the
number of kills per sortie. The Secretary recommended spending $600 million for
aviation ordnance, which was $180 million more than the Air Force proposed and
$275 million above the FY 1963 level.™

The JCS critique, sent on 21 November, discerned “fundamental” qualitative
and gnantitative differences between the Secretary’s force recommendations and
those of the Services. Basically, they argued, he had been misled by the findings of
the Special Studies Growup:

CeNTRAL EuroPE: The Secretary’s torce levels were derived from a strat-
egy of retiring to the Rhine. The JCS, however, believed in containing the
enemy well forward and preventing him from seizing substantial amounts of
territory before negotiations began. The Group, they believed, had been overly
optimistic about allied contributions. Further, they saw no clear support for
MeNamara's statements that 34 divisions could “contain™ an attack and that 55
to 60 “probably could hold indefinitely.” Most importantly, the JCS calculated
enemy aireraft at 4,925 (with 600 more medium bombers probably avaitable)
which was well above the NATO figure of 4,020. They saw little likelihood,
therefore, that NATO could achieve air superiority and wage an effective inter-
diction campaign. In that case, the Warsaw Paet could maintain considerably
more than 60 divisions in combat.

IrAN: Not 800 but 1,650 aircraft would be needed.

THAILAND-VIETNAM: Airlift and sealift requirements would be “consider-
ably greater than those programmed.™!

The JCS critique did not sway the Secretary. McNamara's DPM of 3 December
showed no changes in force-level recommendations. He deemed these suflicient to
counter “a wide spectrum of likely Sino-Soviet Bloc aggressions in regions outside
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of Europe.” He included the Joint Chiefs’ statement that, if simultaneous large-
scale attacks occurred, the US would have to choose between nuclear escalation
and possibly losing large areas of the Free World. In Europe, conventional forces
were inadequate but remedies should lie primarily with the allies. “The Chiefs,”
McNamara continued, “state that until adequate forces are available, NATO must
be prepared to use tactical nuclear weapons early.”*

President Kennedy met with Secretary McNamara and the Joint Chiefs at
his Palm Beach, Florida, residence over the Christmas holiday on 27 December
1962, to hear their opinion of the budget. The Service Chiefs took this offering to
express their frustration. Admiral Anderson asked for more personnel, more funds
for operations, spare parts, and maintenance, and more autonomy in decision-
making. Cuts in the Navy’s shipbuilding proposals (e.g., from eight nuclear attack
submarines down to six) would leave the fleet in 1970 with a larger percentage of
over-age ships than was desirable. General Wheeler also wanted more personnel. A
ceiling of 960,000 meant that the Army “would have to depend on the reserves ear-
lier in a war than they would really like to.” General LeMay sought second-source
production of F4Cs as well as 60 more C-130s.* It would be wrong, though, to
presume that their mood was combative. Wheeler stated that his service “would
be in the best shape it has been since Korea.” General Shoup said that the Marines
“were the best they had ever been in peacetime.”

President Kennedy responded to LeMay's request by ordering a review of stra-
tegic mobility requirements. Already, McNamara had increased C-141 objectives
from 160 in FY 1967 to 208 in FY 1968 and, with rehuctance, postponed the retire-
ment of 16 troopships. After the review, he raised the FY 1965 objective for C-130s
from 448 to 540.*

As finalized, the five-year program listed 16 Army divisions, plus the provision-
al air mobile division; three Marine division/wing teams; 15 attack and nine ASW
carriers; 14 cruisers; 196 destroyers and escorts in FY 1964, falling to 161 in FY
1968; 78 diesel and 25 nuclear attack submarines in FY 1964, changing to 57 diesel
and 48 nuclear by FY 1968; 21 tactical fighter wings, with numbers of aircraft rising
slightly from 1,518 in FY 1964 to 1,545 in FY 1968.%

Force Planning in 1963

his year, McNamara and his staff subjected conventional force planning to

unprecedented scrutiny. The Secretary used ten DPMs to set out his views on
general purpose forces, each about as long as the single paper that he had circu-
lated in 1961.% With far greater amounts of systematically analyzed information at
hand, McNamara could delve into details of the force structure. e examined Navy
requirements in depth, something that no Secretary of Defense had done before.
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The JSOP formally opened the cycle, but its influence bore little relation to the
large amount of time devoted to its preparation. Splits in JSOP-6S, completed on
13 April 1963, very much resembled those in JSOP-67—a testament to the continu-
ing power of service over joint perspectives. General Taylor told Joint Staff officers
that the President and Secretary McNamara wanted enough strength to cope with
two simultaneous crises, such as Berlin and Cuba. The Joint Staff concluded that
17 Army divisions would be enough. General Wheeler opted for 18, arguing that two
crises would require sending nine divisions overseas and the CONUS general reserve
had only seven. Taylor voiced the majority’s view that 16 were enough, under certain
conditions: “Will it be necessary to deal with more than one situation with precise
simultaneity? If a delay in reaction time of a few months can be accepted, we can
rely on mobilizing reserve units.” Taylor had taken a different view when he was
Army Chicf of Staff, showing how he adopted a broader, more joint, perspective as
Chairnnan.

In a DPM distributed on 10 October, McNamara argued that 16 divisions (plus
the provisional Air Assault Division) could fulfill North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) requirements and cope with one emergency elsewhere. The “key nnre-
solved issue,” he related, was the size and strength of enemy ground forces. McNa-
mara then set out to destroy what was, in his opinion, the myth of overwhehming
Warsaw Pact superiority. His tool was the Index of Combat Effectiveness (1CE),
which he said was being applied in studies and war gaming of tactical situations.
Using the 1CE to compare manpower, firepower, mobility, and command and con-
trol, he concluded that US divisions were about twice as powerful as Soviet ones.
Thus the 58 to 75 active Soviet divisions equated to 29 to 38 US ones. Improved
aerial ordnance showed great promise of offsetting Soviet advantages in armor and
artillery. With 30 daily sorties per division, for example, 7,500 Soviet tanks could
be destroyed over 30 days. These calculations led the Secretary to conclude that,
in Europe, the central front’s vitlnerability stemmed from the imbalance and inef-
ficiency among NATO forces. Well-equipped and well-stocked NATO forces, with
little more than the current number of divisions, should be “quite sufficient to hold
a forward position without the use of nuclear weapons for some time.”*

The Service Chiefs and the Chairman all took umbrage with use of the Index
of Combat Effectiveness. General Wheeler wanted the DPM’s rationale 1o be
extensively rewritten. The ICE, he argued, was unsuited for application on a
strategic scale. Granted, a US corps was stronger, more mobile, and could out-
shoot a Soviet Combined Arms Army. As an average, Wheeler allowed, one US
division equaled between 1.2 and 1.7 Soviet divisions. Yet divisions did not fight
one another in isolation; weather, terrain, missions, and logistics all would affect
the ontcome. Hence his conclusion was more restrained, that programmed NATO
forces “should be capable of delaying and defending on the line of the Rhine. ..
without requiring use of nuclear weapons.”
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General Taylor, Admiral McDonald, and General Shoup recommended not
revising but completely replacing Secretary McNamara’s 58-page rationale with
eight pages that were generally worded, eliminating all 1CE references and NATO-
Soviet comparisons. They proposed saying simply that US deployments to Europe
“have proved over the years to be about right.” Although the Soviets were hobbled
by “many deficiencies in equipment and logistical support which offset the some-
what illusory strength of their numbers,” they still could achieve surprise and mass
their forces at a desired point.™

Praising this “penetrating and highly informative approach,” General LeMay
suggested applying the same methods to other areas of general purpose forces. But
he had a number of doubts, particularly whether trying to create conventional par-
ity would be worthwhile, since the Soviets would enjoy the advantages of surprise
and selectivity in attack.

Through a separate memorandum, General Taylor registered what probably
was the sharpest criticism of his Chairmanship. Bluntly, he told Secretary McNa-
mara that the ICE “has no practical validity” because “no one seriously believes
that the outcome of battle is calculable in mathematical terms.” He continued: “If
as most soldiers believe, in war the moral is to the physical as three is to one, only
about a fourth of the determinants of victory are susceptible to the coefficient
approach and they are variables undergoing constant change.” He doubted, in fact,
whether Allied Command Europe eould conduct a successful defense without early
recourse to nuclear weapons: “1 believe this to be the unanimous judgment of the
military leaders of NATO, US and European, and 1 would be loath to have the Presi-
dent receive a different impression.” Admittedly, it was difficult to defend the valid-
ity of forces that faced an apparently overwhelming enemy. Nevertheless, Taylor
concluded, general purpose forces did appear adequate when “placed in the total
context of our defense preparations.”

The final DPM, holding the Army to 16 divisions, incorporated a number of
JCS criticisms. McNamara still believed that a US division possessed 1.75 to 2.3
times the combat capability of its Soviet counterpart. Nonetheless, since the
Army placed US superiority between 1.2 and 1.7, he agreed to use those figures,
“although quite evidently there is room for further study, and I am directing the
Army to pursue this matter.” Adopting Wheeler's words, Secretary McNamara
now stated that NATO forces “should be able at least to delay to and defend on
the line of the Rhine” without using nuclear weapons. He included, as an appen-
dix entitled “Criteria for the Capabilitics Required of General Purpose Forces,”
the rationale proposed by Taylor, McDonald, and Shoup. McNamara quoted Tay-
lor’s critique of the ICE in a footnote, without comment. He did not include Tay-
lor’'s words about the “unanimous judgment” of military leaders concerning early
use of nuclear weapons.*!

The Secretary proved ready to increase tactical air wings. The Berlin mobi-
lization had raised the number to 23 in FY 1962. Deactivations lowered the
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total to 20 in FY 1963, with a return to 21 planned for FY 1964.%2 On 9 November
1962, before the Cuban missile crisis was fully resolved, President Kennedy
asked McNamara to assume that there were concurrent crises in Cuba, Central
Europe, and the Far East. Would fighter intevceptor and tactical air capabilities
be adequate? What about Central Europe alone? Would planned production meet
requirements in 1964 or 19657 The JCS proposed saying that air, ground, and
naval forces would be inadequate for a three-front crisis. Even in Central Europe
alone, NATO'’s strength would prove insufficient if the Warsaw act chose to
commit the bulk of its tactical air forces. Planned production was not designed
to provide nunterical world-wide superiority, since there were no plans to fight a
protracted conventional war in Europe.*

McNamara's staft, however, calculated that the Free World's tactical air inven-
tory would exceed that of the Sino-Soviet Bloe: by 15,328 to 12,150 in 1963, and by
12,125 to 7,200 in 1968. The JCS protested that measuring numbers alone was not
enough. Range might be paramount in one situation, numbers in a second, perfor-
mance in a third. The circumstances in which an attack occurred—the degree of
surprise and the weight of initial effort—also were critical 1o success. The Defense
Intelligence Agencey’s figures, furtherimore, showed Sino-Soviet superiority in 1963
and a less pronounced Free World lead in 1968,*

In May, alter a good deal of back-and-forth, Secretary McNamara sent an
answer to the President. He began by citing the JCS caveat that many things
besides numbers must be taken into account. He bhelieved, however, that it was
“fair to say that we have sufficient aircraft programmed to cope with the kind of
wilitary conflict that we are likely to encounter anywhere in the world.” McNama-
ra's mmbers now showed a Sino-Soviet edge in 1963 (12,965 versus 11,564) chang-
ing to a Free World advantage in 1968 (10,367 versus 6,980).%

Meantime, through JSOP-68, LeMay and Anderson recommended expanding to
25 tactical fighter wings, while Taylor and Wheeler favored staying at 21. Wheeler
cited the studies above indicating that, by 1968, NATO would be quantitatively and
qualitatively superior to the Warsaw Pact. The Chainman considered 25 an inflated
figure because it wrongly exchided reserves. '

Secretary McNamara opted for increasing to 24 which, like his 1961 jump from
16 to 21 wings, cannot be ascribed to JCS influence. LeMay still wanted 25 but all
his colleagues endorsed 24. McNamara's program provided for 22 wings with 1,599
aircraft in mid-1965, rising to 24 with 1,740 aircraft by mid-1968. With these forces
plus reduced vulnerability on the ground and faster deployment, according to his
December DPM, “all evidence points to the conclusion that we can gain air superi-
ority in a non-nuclear conflict in Europe or anywhere else.”""

As for strategic mobility, JSOP-G8 listed an increase to 480 C-130s and 272
(-141s for FY 1969. 1t calculated that two concurrent crises would create an air-
lift shortage equivalent to 658 C-141s; one crisis, a deficit equal to 64. Eliminating
the two-crisis shortfall obviously was infeasible, but 64 C-141s should be added
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by 1968, raising the total from the 208 currently programmed up to 272. General
Wheeler called this increase “questionable,” asking that a decision be deferred
until Army levels were determined and airlift organization studies completed.*

McNamara wanted to emphasize airlift at the expense of sealift. Compared
to JSOP-68, he projected more aircraft (844 versus 776) and fewer ships (88 ver-
sus 102). He proposed acquiring more C-141s, cancelling the procurement of 96
C-130s (thus annulling the additions made a few months earlier), and starting
studies for a supercargo CX-4.*» McNamara acknowledged that these steps would
slightly reduce deployment capabilities during FYs 1965-67 but claimed that airlift
capacity by FY 1969 would be 25 percent greater than previously planned.™

The JCS protested that McNamara's program put too much emphasis on older
equipment and on unproved developments like the CX-4. During FYs 1965-67,
under McNamara’s plan, general war requirements for D-Day through D+10 could
not be met until D+25. They opposed reducing C-130 procurement because C-130s
“would furnish more flexibility and versatility than C-141s in meeting special-
ized tactical airlift requirements.” In fact, they recommended a small reduction
in the C-141 goal. Even if the CX—4 came into extensive use, they did not want to
rely upon airlift alone; sixteen troopships should stay in service through FY 1969.
McNamara decided to cut only 32 instead of 96 C-130s, slightly reduced C-141
totals, and retained the troopships for another year. Thus there would be 504
C-130s and 16 C-141s in mid-1965, 494 C-130s and 304 C-141s by mid-1969.5!

The Joint Chiefs of Staff also split over naval forces. For attack carriers, JSOP-
68 became another repetition of JSOP-67. Admiral Anderson wanted to stay steady
at 15; Taylor and Wheeler favored a gradual reduction to 13; LeMay would cut
down to 10. Anderson based his case upon the Soviets’ growing ability to employ
air power against shipping. LeMay, as before, assigned primary importance to
destroying submarines; hence, the number of ASW carriers should rise from 10 to
14. Wheeler observed that three US and three UK carriers were slated for water off
northern Europe, where the threat consisted of submarine bases and 150 aircraft.
Since missiles and land-based aircraft already were targeted against the submarine
bases, Wheeler felt that the Navy was assigning a solution to a non-existent prob-
lem. Taylor reasoned that the high cost of carrier-based aviation, combined with
its shrinking role in nuclear war, justified reducing attack carriers while increasing
ASW ones to 11.7

Tentatively, Secretary McNamara proposed keeping 15 attack carriers through
FY 1969, then paring to 14 in FY 1970 and 13 in FY 1972. He planned, furthermore,
to defer the construction of attack carriers scheduled to start in FY 1965 and FY
1967. His justifications were: the much greater capabilities of the new Forrestal-
class carriers compared to the Essex-class they replaced; the introduction of long-
range missiles that vitiated a need for dual-purpose carrier aircraft; the growing
mobility of land-based tactical aircraft; and the vulnerability of carriers to nuclear
attack, meaning that their aircraft could not be part of a protected reserve.>
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The JCS agreed that attack carriers should be removed from the Single Inte-
grated Operational Plan, but they remained divided over force levels. All except
LeMay recommended advancing up to FY 1967 the carrier construction slated to
begin in FY 1969. That way, when the level fell to 13, every attack carrier would
post-date World War 11. McNamara agreed to move the construction date forward,
but cancelled the carrier originally scheduled for FY 1967 and deferred until FY
1970 the start originally scheduted for FY 1969.%

In other naval categories, Secretary McNamara proposed funding six nuclear
attack submarines, cutting ASW patrol aircraft from 30 to 25 squadrons, and starting
16 destroyer escorts so that the Navy's plan to build 125 escorts between FYs 1965
and 1969 eould be fulfilled if circumstances so required. Except for the Chairman,
all of the Service Chiefs advocated building nine submarines, but the Secretary was
unchanged in his view. They also wanted to keep all 30 ASW squadrons; McNamara
changed his recommendation to 29. Finally, for amphibious assault forces, McNa-
mara recommended and the JCS endorsed funding 67 ships between FYs 1965 and
1967 so that, by 1970, lift would be available for 14 Marine divisions.*

On 30 December 1963, the Secretary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff met with the
President at the LBJ Ranch for a last look at the defense budget. General Wheeler
voiced concern that Army proeurement fimds wounld drop from $2.9 in FY 19641 to
$2.08 billion in FY 1965. He particularly wanted higher production rates for M—-60
tanks and for rifle and artiltery ammunition. McNamara acknowledged “some pos-
sibility” that stockpiling standards were not being met but stressed how much had
been done to correct the “tremendous” inventory imbalances that he inheritec in
1961. Admiral McDonald was unhappy about three things: canceling the conver-
sions of 15 destroyers; stopping the procurement of 48 A4E attack aircraft; and
lengthening to three years the time between ship overhauls. General Shoup sup-
ported him on overhauls. Secretary McNamara stood firm on conversions and
A—4Es but said he was willing to reconsider overhaul time.*

As 1964 openced, the five-year program showed steady levels of 16 Army divi-
sions, thiree Marine division/wing teams, 15 attack and nine ASW carriers. Air
Force tactical wings would stand at 22 in mid-1965, 23 in mid-1966, and 24 in mid-
1968. There would be 77 diesel and 27 nuclear attack submarines in mid-1965,
changing to 49 and 53 by mid-1969. ASW escorts would number 215 in mid-1965
and 211 in mid-1969. The corresponding figures for anti-air fleet escorts, cruisers as
well as destroyers, would be 58 and 77.57

Force Planning in 1964
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